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ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS. 



VOL. I. 

Page 18, col. 2, 1. 9. For G^ethnc read Getlme. 

66, 11. 4, 5, 6. For jurors reported the age of Robert de Bevsin, the heir, to have 

been 19 years on February 2nd preceding, read jurors re- 
ported that the age of Robert de Beysin, the heir, would be 
19 years on August 15th following. 
1. 6. For March 8rd, 1263, r^ad September 22nd, 1263. 

108, 1. 22. After (annually) insert and a new house. 

235, 1. 19. Nesta de Baskervill, who claimed Bradwardine in 1199, may 

possibly have been the widow rather than the daughter of 
Ralph de Baskervill. Both ladies were named Nesta. (Com- 
pare Vol. V, p. 104, 11. 5-12.) 

2^40, 1. 22. Pot 1353 read 1253. 

289, 11. 4, 5. Insert Walter de Fencs^ as Constable of Brug between William 

le Enfant and Hugh de Bonvile. Fenes seems to have held 
the office in 1270-1 {Hot. Hundred. 11, 100). 

VOL. II. 

Correct what is said of Bradley by Vol. Ill, pp. 271-273. 

For But read And. 

For put in a claim read apposed, or sunk, their claim. 

Correct what is said of Ewdness by Vol. Ill, p. 113. 

Correct what is said or implied here as to the Founder, and date 

of Foundation, of Wliite-Ladies, by what is said Vol. Ill, 

p. 82, note 11. 
For (1308-9) read (May 24, 1409). 
For iss ayde read is sayde. 

VOL. IIL 

Dele of Quat. 

For Defs. Feb. 1413, read Ohiit 1407-8. 
For disseizen read disseisin. 
After thirteenth insert century. 
For WoREiLD read WoBPiEU). 
For ten centuries read two centuries. 
For June read January. 
For 291 read 298. 
384, col. 1, 1. 32. For 109 read 209. 

VOL. IV. 

Page 3, 1. 7 to 1. 17. Correct these statements bv Vol. V, p. 17, note 51, and pp. 17, 

18, 19. 
42, 1. 15. For two read too. 

97, 1. ak For 1215 read 1315. 

104, 1. 7. For Hugh read Walter. 

146, 11. 18, 19. For Grantee ; urther, read Grantee. Further. 
171, 1. 10. For Edmund, Earl of Arundel, read Edmund de Arundel. 

184, 1. 16. Reginald de Braose died, not in 1222, but shortly before Jimo 9, 

1228. (Vide Vol. IV, p. 215, note 84.) 
195, 1. 29. For Henry III read Henry I. 

271, 11. 3-8. (At the Assizes — mi nusericordid.) Note. — Tliis transaction may 

perhaps refer to Overton, near Richard's Castle. If so, its 
proper place viill be in Vol. V, p. 231. 
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Culbeieitan ]l^tmlireli« 



The annexed Table of the Domesday Hundred of Cnlvestan in- 
volves some departure from the letter of the Record. The errors, 
thus assumed to exist in the Record, do not seem to be attributable, 
as in other cases, to the maladroitness of a supplementary Scribe, 
If they are errors at all, they are chargeable on the Original, which 
classifies three Manors, Cerletone, Eslepe, and Sudtdch, under 
Culvestan Hundred, and, as I think, inaccurately. As to St. Alk- 
mund^s Manor of Cerletone, its identity with Charlton near Shaw- 
bury is unquestionable. I conclude that the Domesday Scribe who 
wrote the words, *' In Culvestan Hund.^' opposite to Cerletone did 
so in error, and that they ought to be expunged. On their removal, 
Cerletone will &11 under Bascherch, as the Hundred of Pres«* ' 
tone, the next preceding Manor. There in due course we shall 
recur to it. 

As r^ards Eslepe and Sudtelch, the presumed error of the Scribe 
is different, viz. an error of omission. Eslepe is named consecutively 
with certain Culvestan Manors of William Pantulf, which Manors 
can still be identified — and in the expected quarter. But Eslepe is 
not to be found there, under that or any similar name. If it be 
identical with Sleap, as I shall hereafter show that it was, then the 
true marginal affix has been omitted by the Domesday Scribe. That 
affix should probably be ^' Bascherch Hundred.^^ Of Sudtelch, which 
follows Eslepe on the Record, it is needless here to speak. Its re- ' 
moval from Culvestan Hundred is a Corollary of the textual emen-r 
dation proposed in regard to Eslepe. 

The remaining Manors of Culvestan Hundred are classified in the 
annexed Table in accordance with the letter of Domesday. The 
identity of one of them (Estune) is a question, but not so hopeless 
as to be suggestive of an error in the Record. Of Estune we shall 
speak in the ordinary course. All other Manors of Culvestan Hun-> 
dred are to be identified with ease and certainty. They all passed 

V. ' 1 



TABLE OF THE DOMESDAY HUNDRED 



Domesd^j 
Name. 



Alledone 

Esseford 

A Manor near "^ 
Hantenetnne . ) 
Estime ...... 

Bolledone .... 
Gardintime . . . 

dee 

Gortune ...... 

Fordritishope . . 
Hsntenetone . . 
Ledewic 

Mentim 

Mildehope .... 

Middeltone . • . 

Aneberie 

Possetome. . . . 
Setha 

Stantone 

Soermtone. . . . 

Stoches 

Sudtone 

Sudtone 



Saxon Owner, 
T. K. E. 



Siuuard .... 

Ledi 

Azor 

Ehnund 

CSeuuHrdand*) 
( Elmund. . . ) 

S Austin et *) 
alter Austin ) 
fEcdesiaSts. i 
Milburgie . j 

Alfli 

Edric Salvage . 

Ludi 

Uluric 

{Gamel and "^ 
Uluric . . . . ) 

Aelsi 

f Uluric and ") 
I Eduin . . . ) 
( Episoopus ) 
\ de Hereford ) 

Alurio 

Ijenenot 

Siuuard 

Beuensuard . . 

JEldred 

Alurio - 

Aluiic 



Domeadaj 
Tenant t« CapUe. 



} 



Bogerius de Lad . . 

{Osbemus filiua 
Bicardi 

BogeriuB Comes 

Bogerius Comes 

Bogerius Comes 

Bogerius Comes 

Bogerius Comes 

Bogerius Comes 
Bogerius Comes 
Bogerius Comes 
Bogerius Comes 

Bogerius Comes 

Bogerius Comes 

Bogerius Comes 

r Episoopus de 
\ Hereford .... 



Bogerius Comes 
fBadulfusde 
\ Mortemer . . . . 



} 
} 



Bogerius de Laci 

Bogerius Comes 
Bogerius de Lad 
Bogerius Comes 
Bogerius Comes 



Domesday 
Heme, or next Tenant. 



Bicardus. ^Idred 



Badulfiis de Mortemer 
Bainaldus Yioecomes . 
Hdgot 



Bainaldus Vioeoomes 



Ecdesia St«. MBbui^ 

Bogerius de Lad .... 
Hueo fiHus Turgisii . . 
Badulfus de Mortemer 
WillieUnus Pantulf . . . 



Willielmus Pantulf 
Bogerius de Laci . . 
Williehnns Pantulf 



Bogerius de Lad 
Helgot 



Ingelraonus 
TEcdesia Sti. Petri de 
< Hereford, 
^Aselinus, 
Helgot 



Domeeday 
Sab-Tenaat. 



Bicardus 



Sti. Petri de ^ 
i, Bicardus, > 
i,BogeriuB, Anti. J 



Helgot « . . . 

WilLebnuB Pantulf. 



Herbertns • 



Turstinus . 
Bemerus . . 



Herbertus . 

Bemerus . . 
fUnus ] 
^ Miles } 
t(i hide) . I 



Herbertus 



Manors situated in Culyestan^ but whose 



Brunfelde .... 



Corfan 

Comiutone . . . 

Possetom .... 

Sireton 



Spirtes 

CSmonicus 

et post eum 

BoWtus 

flUusWi- 

marchi 

(10 hides) . 

tJndecim 

Canonid 



)dm 1 
nid f 
ddes) .J 



(10 hides) .^ 
Bex Edwardus 



Edricus 



Chetd 



Edricus 



Bogerius Gomes . . 



Ecelesia Sts. Maria 
Bogerius Comes . . 
Bogerius Comes . . 



Bogerius Comes . . 



Bogerius Comes 



BobortoB 



Nigellus Medious (16 sol.) 
f Unus Miles (i hide). 



< Ecdesia Sancti Petn 
t(l hide) 



} 



Ecdesia Sancti Michaelis 



Unus 
Homo 
reddens 
fasoem 
busci. . . 



OF CULVESTAN OE COLMESTANE. 



Domeaday Featorea. 



Eccleda. Presbyter. Molendinuin 
Molendiniim 



Presbyter. Molendinum 



DWB LeixiuD sflTB 



Hsia capreoHs capiendis 
Bus leaiuB silyie 



Molendinum i 



Uokndiimm 
Presbyter . . 



Una Berewidbft 



r Ecclesia. Duo Pretbrtri. 

\ Duo Molmi (i. e, Molendina) . 



Uolendinum. Cnstos Apinm . • 
Molendinum ••• 



Domesday 
Hidage. 



2i hidee. 
2 hides. 
11 hides. 
SI hides. 
2 hides. 

6 hides. 

2 hides. 

8 hides. 
8 hides. 
li hides. 
2 hides. 

1| hides. 

1 hide. 

2 hides. 

8 hides. 

lyirg. 
2 hides. 

2(H hides. 

1 hide. 

7 hides. 

2 hides. 
I hide. 



Domesday 
Beference. 



73i h 1 virg. 



fo. 260, b. 2 
260, a. 1 
256, b. 2 

255, a. 1 

256, b. 2 

255, a. 1 

252, b. 2 

256, b. 1 
258, b. 2 

256, b. 2 

257, b. 1 

257, b. 1 

256, b. 1 

257, b. 1 

252, a. 2 

268, b. 2 

260, a. 2 

260, b. 1 

258, b. 2 
260, b. 2 
258, b. 2 
257, b. 1 



Modem 
Hundred. 



Mimslow . . 
Munslow . . 
Muniilow . . 
Munslow 
Munslow . . 

Munslow . . 

Wenlock . • 

Munslow . . 
Munslow . . 

Munslow . . 

Munslow . . 

Munslow . . 

Munslow . . 

Munsbw . . 

Munslow . . 
Munslow . . 

Munslow . . 

Munslow . . 
Munslow . . 
Munslow . . 

Munslow . . 



Modem 
Name. 



Aldon. 

Ashford Carbonel. 

Ashford Jones. 

{Aston and Muns- 
low. 
Bouldon. 

Cardington. 

dee Stanton. 

Corfton. 
Hope Bowdler. 
Huntington. 
Jjedwich, Upper. 
C Marston, near 
( Diddlebury ? 
Middlehope. 

MiddletonHigford. 

Onibuiy. 

Poston, Upper. 
Sheet. 

Stanton Lacy. 

Sterenton. 
Stokesay. 
Sutton, Qraat. 
Sutton, Little. 



Hundred is not stated in Domesday. 



[Quatuor Berewichie. Comes- "> 
tane and Patintunc Hundrcda j 

Tres Berewicha). 



20 hides. 



4 hides. 

5 hides. 

1 vixg. 
5 hides. 



108 hides. 



252, b. 2 



253, b. 1 

254, a. 1 

252, b. 2 
254, a. 1 



Munslow . . 



Munslow . . 
Munslow . . 

Munslow . . 

Munslow . . 



Bromfidd. 



fCorfham. 
(. Diddlebury. 

Culmington. 
Poston, Lower. 
Siefton. 
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STANTON LACT. 



in the time of Henry I to the then created Hundred of Munslow^ 
wherein, with one exception, they are stiU to be looked for. The 
exception is Clee Stanton, which, having been a St. Milbui^s 
Manor, was, in the time of Richard I, attached to the Franchise of 
Wenlock. 

The Palatine and other independent Manors which I add to Cul- 
vestan Hundred as a matter of classification, are all in the modem 
Hundred of Munslow. The Domesday Status of some of them was 
probably ewtrcL-hundredaly and some of them in certain relations 
continued independent to much later periods. 



Stanton ¥.ac^. 



! 



A9 Osbem fitz Richard and Ralph de Mortimer respectively bore 
the chief sway in the Domesday Hundreds of Overs and Condetret, 
so in Culvestan Hundred was the interest of Roger de Lacy predo* 
minant. His great Manor of Stanton, which he held immediately 
of the Crown, is thus described in the Survey.^ — 

''The same Roger holds Stantone. Siuuard hdd it (in Saxon 
times), and was a free man. Here are twenty hides and a half geld* 
able. There is arable land enough for fifty ox-teams. In demesne 
there are ten teams, and twenty-eight teams amongst the male and 
female Serfs; and sixty-seven Villains and two Smiths and five 
Boors and four Cozets^ have amongst them all twenty-three Teams, 
Here is a Church having a hide and half (of land), and the two 
Eriests with two Villains have three Teams. Here are two Mills of 
26«. (annual value). St. Peter of Hereford has here one Villain. 
Of this land, in the above Manor, Richard holds a hide and half, 
Azeline a hide and half, Roger a hide and half. These (three) have 
in demesne six teams, and six Serfs, and two Semi- Villains, and 
five Boors, and two Cozets with one team, and a Mill of \0s. (an- 
nual value). Out of the same Manor four serving men {Servientes) 



1 Domesday, fo. 260, b, 1 and 2. 

' The Coxete and Cotarii of Domesday 
were not quite identical, though the differ- 
ence between them cannot now be deter- 
mined. Tliey wore Tenants of cottages, 



and are supposed to have been somewhat 
above the degree of mere Villains, but au- 
thorities differ as to how far they were re- 
moyed from FiUaina^e, and in wfiat their 
superiority consisted. 



STANTON LACY. 

have land sufficient for three teams^ and (have) a ferling^ and they 
hare fonr Teams and ten acres of land.^ Here are three Radche- 
nistres having land sufficient for two teams and a half^ and here they 
have that number of teams. And one man^ Auti^ holds one member 
of this Manor^ wherein are three hides ; and thereon he has one 
Team with a Semi- Villain.* The whole manor in King Edward's 
time was worth j£24. {per annum) ; now it is worth £25/' 

Here we notice^ in the first place^ how liberally this Manor was 
stocked. There were upon it many teams more than it was estimated 
to require. Of the five Shropshire Manors which Roger de Lacy 
held of the King, Siward the Saxon had previously enjoyed four, 
viz. Hopton (Wafre), Cleobury (North), Stanton (Lacy), and Aldon. 
Under the two first I have already spoken of Siward,^ and it remains 
here to notice how appropriate is his presumed designation, as '' a 
rich man of Shropshire,'' to his possession of two such Manors as 
Stanton and Aldon. 

It is here fitting that I should insert the little that is known of 
the origin and antecedents of Roger de Lacy. He was the eldest 
son and heir of Walter de Lacy, who died in the year preceding that 
in which the Domesday Survey was completed. 

Walter de Lacy was undoubtedly that Sire de Lade whom 
Mestrier Wace enrols among the heroes of Hastings.^ His Nor- 
man Fief was considerable, but the place which gave him his name 
was Lassy in the Arrondissement of Vire and Diocese of Baieux. 
At Lassy and at Campeaux Walter de Lacy was Tenant of a 
Knight's-fee under the Bishop of Baieux. Bishop Odo, the Con- 
queror's Brother, and one of the chief leaders of the English ex- 
pedition, was therefore, at the time of that Invasion, Walter de 
Lacy's Suzerain. There is some probability that Walter de Lacy 
enjoyed an estate in Herefordshire in the days of the Confessor. 
Domesday y giving account of four Carucates of land in the ChateU 
lany of Clifibrd, which, at the time of the Survey, were held by 



* De eodem Manerio hahent ilii ser- 
vienteSf terram ad iii carrucas^ et uuum 
ferUng. et ipn habetU nil carruccu et X 
<Mcr<u terra. — Over the number x the Re- 
cord has the mark Q, coiresponding with 
a similar mark in the margin opposite 
ferUng. I oonoeiye it to indicate the trans- 
position of words, which is evident with- 
out any such notification. The four Ser- 
vientes had, I suppose, land sufficient for 

( • v. 



three teams, and had a ferling (i. e. a vir- 
gate) and ten acres besides ; and they had 
stocked the whole with four Teams. 

* The DinUdii Villani of Domeedcty I 
take to be the same as the CoUberti ; that 
is Villains partially enfranchised. 

« Supra, Vol III, pp. 22, 23. Vol. IV, 
183. 

Soman de Btm (Taylor), p. 220. 
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Roger de Lacy, adds the words PcUer ejus tenuitp — an expression 
which all analogy directs us to refer to a period before the Con- 
quest. Such an interest in Herefordshire^ though small, may ac- 
count for Sir Walter de Lacy's subsequent feojlment in the Western 
Counties. Ordericus, under the year 1070, tells us how King 
William bestowed the Earldom of Hereford on William fits Os- 
bem, Seneschal of Normandy, and how the King associated Walter 
de Lacy and other approved Warriors, with the Earl, in opposition 
to the threatening attitude then assumed by the Welsh.^ This 
account of the King's policy and actions is probably correct in the 
main, but there is reason to think that Fitz Osbern's destination to 
the West was somewhat earlier. Indeed Ordericus's knowledge of 
the chronological sequence of these events was, as he himself shows, 
not correct ; for he represents Fitz Osbern's Earldom as a gift con- 
sequent upon the death of Earl Edwin and the imprisonment of 
Earl Morcar ; while the fact is, that Earl William fitz Osbem was 
slain in Flanders on February 20, 1071, and therefore some weeks, 
if not months, before the sad fate of the two Saxon Earls was defi- 
nitely sealed. Domesday tells us incidentally of a Feoffinent be- 
stowed on Walter de Lacy by Earl William fitz Osbem,® but it is 
impossible to say what proportion of the estates enjoyed by Roger 
de Lacy in 1086 were derived from the Earl's grants to his Father, 
and what accrued subsequently to the Earl's death.^^ And this 
remark will apply to estates in Shropshire as well as in Hereford- 
shire ; for, as we have seen under Cleobury Mortimer, the Earl of 
Hereford's Palatinate was not limited to his own County. Walter 
de Lacy's advancement was steady and progressive. The Deposi- 
tion of Archbishop Stigand is known to have been effected at Easter 
in 1072, and Domesday shows one of his Gloucestershire Manors 
to have fallen to Lacy. But Walter de Lacy's conduct in 1074, 
when he opposed the rebellion of his own Suzerain, Earl Roger de 
Britolio, was perhaps the crowning cause of his advancement. His 
loyalty was exhibited most opportunely ; for the Earl's fall placed a 
vast Fief at the King's disposal. Hence what we find stated of two 
Manors in Domesday ^ may be true of fifty, viz. that Earl William's 



7 Domesday^ fo. 184, a, 1. 

" OrdericuSf p. 521, D. 

• Domesday^ fo. 185, a, 1, Ulferlau. 

*® Domesday^ fo. 184, b, 1. Hanc iev 
ram (LetiretJ dedii WUUelmua Cotnes 
Eicen Britoni. Modo tenet Willielmux 



de Bogerio de Lad, — And also (fo. 184, 
b, 2.) Hane terram fscilicet PionieJ te- 
nuit Eioen Brito de Wiltielmo Comite. 
Rex vero Wi/lietmiu dedit WaJterio de 
Lad. 



STANTON LACT. 7 

Feoffees were displaced^ aud that the King gave those Manors to 
Walter de Lacy. 

For whatever else is known of Walter de Lacy I refer elsewhere.^^ 
He died on March 27^ 1085^ in consequence of a fall received while 
superintending the building of that Monastery at Hereford which 
figures in Domesday as the '' Church of St. Peter/' Part of Walter 
de Lacy's endowment of this Church is connected with our present 
subject. — ^A Monastic Record informs us that he gave thereto ten 
ViUains in ten distinct VUls of his Fief ;^^ that is^ he gave as much 
land in each instance as was held in Villainage by one Tenant. 
Two of these ten Vills were Staunton and Stoke in Shropshire ; 
and Domesday y as we have seen above^ distinctly confirms the truth 
of the Monastic Record^ by assigning to St. Peter's of Hereford a 
ViUainm Stantone. 

RotiER DE Lact^ eldest son and heir of Walter de Lacy and 
Ermelina his wife^ succeeded to his Father's Barony shortly before 
the Domesday Survey was undertaken. That Record exhibits one 
instance where the Son had been already a Grantee of King Wil- 
Uam, viz. in a fourth part of a certain Manor, three-fourths of which 
had been bestowed on Walter de Lacy by Earl WDliam Fitz Osbem.^' 
Roger de Lacy was now the Tenant of upwards of a hundred Manors 
in Berkshire, Shropshire, Herefordshire^ Worcestershire, and Olou- 
cestershire ; but I ireserve some further account of him and his Sue* 
cessors till I come to Ludlow. Here I will proceed with the specific 
history of Stanton Lacy. Under that name the Manor first occurs 
when, at least seventy years after Domesday, a Charter of King 
Henry II restored it or confirmed it to Hugh de Lacy." In 1187, 
during a temporary Escheat which befell the House of Lacy, I find 
Stanton assessed 5 merks to a King's TaUage}^ In 1221, Robert 
de Staunton, probably a Tenant here, appears as Attorney for the 
men of Staunton in a Suit which they, in common with the men of 
Ludlow, had about a right of pasture against the Abbot of Glou- 
cester.^^ By Fine dated May 1228, Ralph de Clune quit^claims for 
half a merk a half-virgate in Stanton for which he had sued Thomas 
de Wiggelegh and Margery his wife under writ of mort d^ancestre. 

The reason why public Records supply so very little as to such 



^1 Dugdale^s Baronage^ I, 95. See also 
Dometday (fo. 182, b, 2) lor Walter de 
Lacy*s grant of Zeeee to Chlouceeter Ab- 
bey, — a gift mmoticed by Dugdale. 

^' Monoutticony I, 547, b. 

" Domesday y fo. 185, a. 1, XTlferlau. 



14 Additional MSS. (Brit. Mas.) No. 
6041, fo. xxxrij. 

» Sot JPip, 33 Hen. II, Salop. 

^^ The Priory and Manor of Bromfield, 
adjoining to Stanton, were subject to 
Gloucester Abbey. 
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8 8TANT0N LACY. 

Manors as Stanton Lacy will now be apparent. The Inquisitions 
of Hundreds taken in 1255^ include Stanton Lacy in no particular 
Hundred^ though the Munslow Jurors spoke of the franchises which 
the heirs of Lacy claimed to exercise in Ludlow and Stanton. These 
firanchises were^ to have a gallows^ to hold pleas of bloodshed and 
hue and cry, and to assize beer ; — also to try, under writ^of-riffht, 
all civil causes within their jurisdiction.^? 

Stanton Lacy was in &ct at this time free from all Hundredal 
subjection, and so its own twelve Jurors responded to the queries 
propounded by the Justiciars who took these Inquests. The Jurors' 
names were Helias de Sutton, Robert Dovile, Roger de Akes, Wil- 
liam de Avenitre, Robert Clerk of Doddemore, Robert fitz WiUiam, 
Thomas le Harpur, William de la Hall, Robert and Adam de Heyton, 
Richard Conni (i. e. Gunny), and Richard fitz Odo.^^ These Jurors 
gave a somewhat frdl account of the knights'-fees and lands which 
owed service to Ludlow Castle ; but the particulars of their state- 
ment belong to other sections of our subject. Of the state and 
tenure of their own Manor of Stanton-Lacy, they said not a word, 
nor indeed were any of the questions put to them calculated to 
elicit this kind of information. The only matter which they spoke 
of, and which can be taken as strictly local, was how one Roger de 
Heiton had for six years paid ISd. per annum for the Advowry of 
the Preceptor of Lidley : that is, I suppose, a Trader resident at 
Stanton had escaped the payment of all local dues by associating 
himself with the Order of Knights Templars, whose Advowry, or 
Patronage, extended to numberless Clients, and conveyed to those 
Clients a participation in the great immunities of the Order. 

At the County Assizes of January 1256, the Manor of Stanton 
was represented by its twelve Jurors. Robert de Malmesey was 
Chief Bailiff. The Jurors were Robert de Deuvill, Elyas de Sutton, 
Roger de Staunton, William de Wodinton, Robert de Buddemory, 
Robert Cusifot, William de Avenetre, Robert fitz William of Stan- 
ton, Nicholas fitz Roger of Stanton, Roger fitz Walter of Henton, 
Robert de MalmeshuU, and Richard Gabythewaye. These Jurors 
gave account of all Pleas of the Croum arising within their Liberty. 
A civil Suit however, which came before the Court, shows us more 
of the then state of the Manor as held in Coparcenery by the heirs 
of Lacy. William de Stanton Lacy, as son and heir of Richard de 
Stanton Lacy, sued William de Songare under writ of tnori d'an^ 
cesire for a messuage here. The Tenant, William de Songare, called 

V Rot, SMndred. II, 72. | » Ibidem, p. 80. 
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Robert fitz Robert to warranty, the latter similarly called Roger de 
Staunton^ and he, having been enfeoffed by Gilbert de Lacy, long 
since deceased, alleged the Charter of said Gilbert, and further 
called his heirs to warraniy. The said heirs were Geoffrey de 
Genville and Matilda his wife, daughter and coheir of Gilbert de 
Lacy, on the one hand, and Nicholas de Verdon, son of Margery, 
daughter and the other Coheir of Gilbert de Laci, on the other 
hand. Nicholas de Verdon, it appeared, was a Minor, in custody of 
his Father, John de Verdon, and so the cause was adjourned till he 
should be of age.^® 

In June 1261 William le Harpur of Stanton was on an Inquest 
which found that Hugh de Hauckeford, a prisoner for the murder 
of Roger fitz Nicholas, was blameless in the matter. The two had 
had a quarrel.^ At the Forest Assizes of February 1262, Robert 
de Stanton occurs as one of the Regarders of the Long Forest. In 
Easter Term 1263, Emma, Widow of Walter de Fenhampton, was 
suing Roger Eylrich and others for dower in Staunton, Ludlow, etc., 
but the cause was adjourned. At the Assizes of August 1267, Ede- 
lina, daughter of Richard Carpenter of Diddlebury, with Roger and 
Walter her sons, quit-claim their right in five acres in Staunton to 
Richard fitz Odo of Heyton and his heirs. In January 1271, 
Reginald Fhlasse, a Clerk, has a Writ of Novel Disseizin against 
Roger atte Ales of Stanton Lacy, for a tenement there. At the 
Assizes of September 1272, Roger de Camvull appeared as Chief 
Bailiff of Stanton Lacy ; the Jurors being William de Wodeton, 
Robert de Stok, William de Suche, William de Avetre, Robert 
Doville, Robert Eangefot, Richard de Dodemor, Roger de Acres, 
William Gonny, Walter Colet of Stanton, Walter de Strangeford, 
and William de Haemon. 

On a Ludlow Jury of November 11, 1274, I find the names of 
William Gunni and Roger Wymund of Heyton, and of Robert de 
Stok in Stanton, as he is here called. 

The Jurors who, on November 26, 1274, answered the King's 
Justices as to divers matters concerning the Liberty of Stanton 
Lacy were, Roger de Aka, Walter de Strongeford, W^illiam de 
Avenetre, William de Rocle, Robert de Stanton, William Gunny, 
Richard de Heymon, William de Haemon, Walter Colet, Robert de 
Furchis, Hugh fitz Alan, and William de Hopton. They said that 
Sir Geoffirey de G«nvill held the Manor in capite per baroniam ; and 
indeed, on the partition of Lacy's estates, Stanton seems to have 

^9 AsifizeSy 40 Hen. Ill, m. 8 dorto. \ " InquisUiangf 45 Hen. Ill, No. 53. 
V. 3 
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fallen wholly to the share of this Geoffrey^ as husband of Matilda de 
Lacy. Sir Geoflrey had a right of free warren at Stanton, but not 
so as to injure his neighbours. The further report of these Jurors 
j . i relates chiefly to acts of injustice suffered by the Liberty or its Free- 

holders at the hands of the Sheriffs or other OflScers of the King or 
of neighbouring Barons. Thomas de Grete, Bailiff of Munslow 
Hundred under the Shrievalties of Hamo le Strange and Ralph de 
Mortimer, had extorted a fictitious penalty of £5. from the Liberty 
ll' in general, and committed other acts of injustice. John de Peire- 

bruge, a Sheriff's Receiver; — The Serjeant of the Peace und^ 
Hamo le Strange ; — William le Enfant, Bailiff of Munslow under 
William Bagod's Shrievalty ; — Roger de Boreford, Under Bailiff to 
Thomas de Grete ; — John Baril, Undersheriff to Hugh de Morti- 
mer ; — Hugh de Mortimer himself; — Philip de Clinton, Coroner; — 
the Bailiffs of John Esturmy, Constable of Ludlow ; — John de la 
Watre, Constable of Corfham. — All these had in several ways and 
at different times been guilty of acts of extortion or wrong by which 
the Vills of Stanton, Upper Heyton, Hopton, and Sutton had suf- 
fered. Several individuals also complained, and amongst others 
these, — viz. Robert de Furchis, William Gunny, William de Hopton, 
Nicholas de Stanton, Matilda de Heyton, and Hugh Clerk of 
Stanton.^^ 

The Feodary of 1284 gives Staunton as held by Peter de Genevill, 
by gift of Geoffrey de Genevill, his Father, who held the Manor in 
capite per baroniam. 

The circumstances under which Peter de Genevill acquired Stanton 
Lacy in his Father's lifetime shall be more particularly given under 
Ludlow. On June 8, 1292, the said Peter was deceased, and in 
obedience to the King's Writ of that date, a Jury assembled at Lud- 
low on July 17 to give account of his estate. — Conjointly with Jo- 
hanna his wife, he had held Stanton Lacy of Sir Geoffrey and Ma- 
tilda, his Father and Mother, by knight's service, while Geoffrey and 
Matilda held it in capite, by service of 2i knights'-fees for this and 
all other their lands in England. The Valuation of this Estate was 
as follows. — A Capital messuage and Garden, 20*. Four carucates 
of land, £16. Thirty acres of meadow, ^63. 6«. 8d. A Water-Mill, 
j61. 10*. A Vivary, 2*. Pasture-land, 10*. Eighty acres of wood, 
5*. Rents, £10. Pleas and Perquisites of the Manor Court, £2. 
Total, £34. 13*. 8rf. The Deceased had left three daughters, his 

2» Hot. Unndred. IT, 106, 107. 
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heirs^ viz. Johanna^ born Feb. 2, 1286, Beatrix, bom in 1287, and 
Matilda, bom in 1291, and not yet a year old.^^ 

Two of these Ladies became Nuns at Acombury, while Johanna, 
the eldest, carried the whole inheritance of her family to her hus- 
band Roger de Mortimer, Earl of March. Hence the Feodary of 
1316 gives Roger de Mortimer as Lord of Stanton j2^^a Ludlow.^ 

As regards Undertenants in this Manor I have merely to add 
the names of some who constituted the Jury at the Assizes of 1292. 
These were — Nicholas Eylrich, Chief Bailiff; — and William de 
Doddemore, Roger Colet, John de Borewardesleye, William Goby- 
thewey, Richard Gunny, William Barker of Stanton, William de 
Haumon, WiDiam de Avenetre, and Robert Clerk of Stanton, 
Jurors. 

THE CHURCH. 

Shortly before Domesday y Walter de Lacy gave two-thirds of the 
Tithes of Stanton to his Monastery of St. Peter^s at Hereford.^* 
Domesday speaks of the Church here as endowed with a hide and 
a half of land and apparently as served by two resident Priests. 
Domesday seldom speaks of Tithes, but it is probable that the re- 
maining third of the Tithes of Stanton Lacy was retained for the 
Parochial Church. On April 24th, 1290, Stanton Lacy was visited 
by Bishop Swinfield. The Prior of Lanthony, whose interest here 
will presently appear, provided hay and straw for the horses of the 
Bishop's Suite, whilst Master Richard de Heyton, who has before 
occurred to us as a Portionist of Holgate, made a present of oats.-^ 
In 1291 we find the Prior of Lanthony in Monmouthshire to be 
Rector of Stantone Lacy in the Deanery of Ludlow. His interest 
was valued at the large sum of £36. 13*. 4d, per annum^ while the 
Vicar's portion was £11. more.^^ I imagine that this Advowson 
must have been given to Lanthony by Hugh de Lacy (I) early in the 
twelfth century, but the grant is nowhere extant ; nor is there any 
Record of the negotiations which must have taken place with St. 
Peter^s of Hereford, or Gloucester Abbey,^^ before Lanthony could 
have been entitled to the whole of this Rectory. 

In 1341 the Church Taxation of Stanton Lacy was quoted by the 
Assessors of the Ninth at 71 i merks (£47. 13*. 4rf.). They taxed 



» Ingumtions, 20 Edw. I, No. 132. 
« ParUamentafy WHU, IV, 897. 
^ MonagHcon, I, 547, b. 
» Hwuehold Boll, p. 70. 



^ Fope Nick, Taxation^ p. 166, b. 

27 St. Peter's of Ilcrcford was subjected 
to Gloucester Abbey, in 1101, by Hugh de 
Ijacy. 
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HOPTON CANGEFORD. 



the Parish only i£10. to the Ninth, because the greater Sum in- 
cluded glebe^ hay-tithes^ tithes of Mills (or a Mill), Offerings, and 
other small tithes, not relevant to the current impost.^ 

In 1534-5 the preferment of John Browne, Vicar of Staunton 
Lacy, is put at £4. per annum in glebe, and £10. ISs, 44. in tithes. 
These receipts were chargeable with 7s, Sd. for procurations and 
synodals ; while at the triennial visitation a sum of £2. ISs. Sd. 
payable to the Bishop was equal to a further annual deduction of 
17*. 9d.^ 

EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

Adam be Bromhal, Subdeacon, was instituted on Oct. 7, 1300^ 
at presentation of the Prior and Convent of Lantonia prima {i. e. 
Lanthony in Monmouthshire). 

Richard de Fenebbugg resigned this Living in 1340, having 
exchanged preferments with — 

Griffin de Weston, late Copordoner of Landewey Trefendak 
(Menev. Dioc.), who was instituted here on Oct. 3, 1340, at presen- 
tation of the King.*^ This Incumbent was here in 1344. 

Sir William de Curynton resigning this Living in 1350 — 

Sir John de Gaynesbourgh, Priest, was instituted on June 28 
of that year, being presented by the Abbot and Convent of Lanto- 
nia prima. 

HOPTON CANaEFOBD. 

It is impossible to say whether this member of the Domesday 
Manor of Stantone was the hide and half held by Richard, or one 
of the similar estates held by Azeline and Roger, or the three hides 
held by Auti. In 1165 William de Hopeton was Tenant of a 
Knighfs-fee under Hugh de Lacy, and I doubt not was Lord of 
Hopton.^^ His Tenure is classed among those of new feoffment : 
that is, he or his Ancestor would ordinarily be understood to have 
obtained entry here later than the reign of Henry I. However, as 
I have intimated under Rushbury, the Fees of New Feoffment in 
Lacy^s Barony (all apparently in Shropshire) seem to have been 
classified as oi new feoffment under some exceptional circumstances ; 
and I do not think that such classification necessarily implies that 
none of the Tenants of 1165 were hereditary representatives of the 



^ InquisiUones Nonarum, p. 188. 
=9 Valor Ecclesicuticmy 111, ^\. 
*> Compare Patent, 13 Edw. Ill, p. 2, 



m. 6, which makes the presentation a year 
earlier than the inHitution. 
'* Liber Niger^ I, 1B4. 
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Domesday Tenants, or, in other words, of the Tenants by old feoff- 
ment. 

In October 1199 I find mention of Herbert Cangefot sb Becog- 
nizor in a Suit concerning Clee St. Margaret.^^ He was, I doubt 
not, Lacy^s Tenant at Hopton, and from him the place took its dis- 
tinctive name of Hopton Cangeford, but how he was descended 
from William de Hopton I cannot say. At the Assizes of October 
1203, Herbert Cangeford essoigned his attendance under the Com- 
mon Summons, his Essoiffnor being Roger de Hupton. 

In March 1227, one whose name is written as William Kangelot, 
may possibly have belonged to this succession.^ But in or about 
1240, Nicholas de Hopton held one knighfs-fee in Hopton under 
Walter de Laci.^ He was, I think, a Cangeford by descent, but 
with him the original name of his family became disused. His 
Successor, probably his Son, was Thomas de Hopton, who in 1250 
fines half a merk for some Writ ;^^ and who in 1251 was impleaded 
by Philip de Thongland for disseizing the said Philip of a right of 
common in Hopton and Poston. In 1255 the Stanton-Lacy Jurors 
returned Thomas de Hopton as holding a knight^s-fee, — one of those 
which were deemed to be appurtenant to Ludlow Castle.^* This fee 
was doubtless Hopton Cangeford ; but I cannot say how Roger de 
Hopton, who occurs in the same year, was related to Thomas. On 
August 28, 1255, this Roger was impleading Mai^ry de Lacy 
(Widow of Walter above-named) for disseizing him, (Roger) of a 
tenement in Hopton. He paid 2 merks for the Writ ordering trial 
of his suit. 

At the Assizes of January 1256 Thomas de Hopton was found to 
have disseized Philip de Grete of 3 acres in Hopton. Judgment 
went in default of Thomases appearance. His Sureties were Wil- 
liam fitz John of Hopton and William de Heyton*^^ In February 
1259, Roger de Hopton takes out a writ of novel disseizin against 
Thomas de Hopton and others. In May 1259, Roger, son of Tho- 
mas de Hopton, takes out a similar writ against William de la 
Aungl. A tenement in Hopton was ip. dispute in each case. Again 
in May and July of the same year, two several writs of noveUdis- 
seizin were taken out by William de Cambray against Emald de 



32 Sup»,VoLIV, p. 62. 
» Supra, YoL III, p. 341, note 41. 
» Testa de NevUl, pp. 45, 48, 60. 
» Rot Pip, 34 Hen. in, Salop. 
» JRot, Hundred, II, 69, 80. 



V AjuUes, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 8 doreo, 
Philip de Giete and Philip de Thong- 

Und were probably identical (Supra, YoL 

IV, p. 837). 
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Berkeley for a tenement in Hopton. In April 1285, Roger, son of 
Thomas de Hopton, has a Writ of novel disseizin against William 
de Langele for a tenement in Hopton. In 1270, John de Haleton 
has a similar writ against Hugh de Haleton for a tenement in Hop- 
ton Eangefote. In 1282-3 Robert Cangefot of Hopton in Staunton 
Parish is sued by Joseas fitz Mansell, a Jew, for a debt of 4 merks.^ 
This Robert Cangefot** was not however Lord of Hopton ; for the 
Feodary of 1284 gives Roger de Hopton as holding the Vill under 
Peter de Genevill (one of Lacy^s Coheirs), by service of a knighfs- 
fee. 

The Inquest on the death of Robert Bumell, Bishop of Bath and 
Wells, taken Dec. 10, 1292, found him to have had 24s. annual rent 
in Hopton Langefot, which he held of Peter de Genevile's heir, by 
doing Suit to the Manorial Court of Stanton Lacy.*^ Similarly 
Edward Bumell, dying in 1315, held a messuage, 30 acres of land, 
and 2 acres of meadow, in Hopton Cangefot, and his estate there is 
called a ^' member of Holegod.^^*^ Nevertheless the chief Seigneury 
in Hopton remained all this time with De Yerdon, Lacy^s other 
coheir, and the chief tenancy with the Hoptons. 

A Pine levied at Shrewsbury in November 1292 may be taken as 
a technical mode of entailing this estate. — Roger de Hopton and 
Johanna his wife. Deforciants, acknowledge themselves to have given 
to Roger de Cheney, Plaintiff, the Manor of Hopton Cangefot. 
This was clearly in trust, for Cheney in return conceded the Manor 
to Roger de Hopton and his wife for the life of either, — to hold at a 
rose-rent and by performance of capital services ; — with remainder 
to John, son of Roger de Hopton, and Margery, John's wife, and 
the heirs of their bodies, — to hold of the Lords of the fee ; — with 
farther remainder to the right heirs of the said John de Hopton. 

The Inquest taken on the death of Theobald de Yerdon in March 
1317, found that John de Hopton Kandinant held under the said 
Theobald a Knight's- fee in Hopton, the annual value of which was 
100^.*2 
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THE CHAPEL.— EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

This Chapel was, I suppose, originally subject to Stanton Lacy 
Church ; and I find no separate valuation of its endowment till after 



^ PlacUa de Jwrat. et Assu. et Starrd 
Jud€Bonim, 10 and 11 Edw. I, m. 7 dorso. 

^ He has occurred above as a Juror 
for Stanton Lacy Liberty in 1272. 



^ Inqttmtiont, 21 Edw. I, No. 50. 
« Inquisitions, 9 Edw. II, No. 67. 
« InqvisUions, 10 Edw. II, No. 71, 
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the Reformation. The following list of its Incumbents will there- 
fore constitute its early history. 

Sir John de Conterton, Priest, admitted to the Perpetual 
Chantry of the Chapel of Hopton Cangefoty Nov. 30, 1325. — Patron, 
John de Hopton. 

Sir Richard de Hodynton, Priest, presented to the Free Chapel 
oi Hopton Cangynont, Feb. 15, 1349, by Mai^aret, Widow of John 
Lord of Hopton. 

Sir Richard de Birches, Chaplain, instituted, April 3, 1358, 
to the Chapels of Hopton Cangenont and Ledewich ; — presented by 
the same Lady and by Juliana de Ledwich. On Feb. 17, 1366, 
he exchanges Hopton Cangenont with — 

Richard de la Mar, late Rector of St. Owens, Hereford, who 
is presented to Hopton by Margaret de Hopton. 

John Cryte, Clerk, — instituted to Caungenotes Hopton, Feb. 1, 
1374. — Patron, the Bishop, /are devoluto. 

William Brown, Chaplain, instituted to the free Chapel of 
Opton Gangeford, Feb. 10, 1386. 

Sir William Opynton, Priest, presented Dec. 3, 1392, by Wil- 
liam de Eton and Joanna his wife, John de Lotteley and Eatherine 
his wife, and Walter Scoht. 

Sir William Cachefoll, Chaplain, presented March 11, 1394^ 
by Walter Scote, of Ludlow, John Luttley and Catherine his wife, 
and William de Eton and Johanna his wife. 

Sir William Lamfery, Chaplain, presented March 5, 139i9, by 
the Bishop, /lire devoluto. 

Sir John Hovewell, Chaplain, instituted to Cang^oth Opton, 
Nov. 3, 1399, on presentation of William Eton and Joanna his wife. 



WOOTTON. 

This was clearly another of the four members of Stanton Lacy 
indicated in Domesday ; but which of the four Feoffees of Domesday 
held it I have no means of judging. In 1165 I think Wootton had 
reverted to the Lords of the Fee; for I can detect no probable 
Tenant thereof among the names of Lacy's Feoffees. Within ten 
years afterwards I suppose William de Wodeton, as he was called 
from this tenure, had feoffment here, for there was sometime a 
Charter whereby the Chevalier Hugh de Lacy fixed the service due 
from William de Wotton on Wotton and Onebury, viz. he was to 
hold both Manors by service of half a knight^s-fee in the Host, 
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and in Castle-goard {en le hoete et garde) ; and if the Chief or Lord 
Paramount levied any aid on his Knights, then the said William 
and his heirs were to pay in proportion to three-fourths of a fee.^ 
In 1176 William de Wudeton was amerced four merits for the non- 
appearance of his Brother in some Lawsuit^^ he having been his 
Surety I suppose. This William de Wudeton has, I think, already 
occurred to us under Higley,^^ but without his Christian name. I 
take him to have been the husband of that Cecilia de Hugley whose 
posterity by him shared in the Manor of Higley. He is also the 
person who between 1179 and 1189 has occurred in a testing clause 
(given under Willey), and in a position which marks his high stand- 
ing among the Knights of the County.^ When I come to speak of 
Coolmere near EUesmere, I shall show that this William de Wude- 
ton had an interest there, and that his predecessor in sudi interest 
was Hugh de Lacy of Coolmere, but who the said Hugh de Lacy 
was I will not here inquire. 

If WiUiam were the name of Cecilia de Hugley's husband, as 
above suggested, it is not easy to distinguish this William de Wude- 
ton from his son of the same name ; but it seems to be the Son who 
was entrusted, for some cause or other, with the custody of Mochtre 
Forest by Hugh de Lacy of Ewyas. The latter Baron died in 1185, 
before which date therefore Cecilia de Hugley's son will have been 
of age. WiUiam de Wudeton, son of Cecilia de Hugley, is in one 
instance described as a Clerk.^^ He was however lawfully married, 
and the Father, as we shall see, of Robert de Wudeton. In 1198 
the Staffordshire Pipe-Roll exhibits William de Wudeton as fining 
three merks to have a writ of right against John de Kilpec for one 
Knight^s-fee in Nordbiri. Norbury, Staffordshire, was a Manor of 
Lacy's Seigneury, and was afterwards held by Kilpec's heirs under 
Lacy, so that Wudeton's claim would appear to have been unsuc- 
cessful. At the Shropshire Assizes of October 1203, WiUiam de 
Wodeton essoigned his attendance, his Essoigner being Henry Des- 
penser. In Michaelmas Term 1207 WiUiam de Wodeton was im- 
pleaded by Walter de Lacy, " for that he had made waste of Moketree 
Forest, at the time when he was Oustos thereof by appointment of 
Hugh de Lacy, Walter's Father.'' The Defendant asked that View 
should be had of the premises, which the Court granted.^^ Robert 
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^ Additional MSS. (Brit. MuBeum), 
6041, fo. xxxTii. 

** Sot. Pip, 22 Hen. Ill, Salop. 
« Supra, Vol. IV, p. 261. 
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de Wodeton^ whom William named as his Attorney, was possibly 
his son. 

Of Robert de Wudeton, the Son of William de Wudeton, Clerk, 
I have given many particulars under Higley. He came to occupy a 
prominent position in Shropshire. A Patent of July 29, 1232, ap- 
points him and others as special Justiciars to try Richard de Leghe, 
then lying in Salop Oaol on a charge of Larceny. In June 1233, 
another Patent names him as one of the Collectors of the tax of the 
fifteenth then being levied ; and in November 1231 he was a Justice 
for delivery of Salop Gaol. In or about 1240, Robert de Wodeton 
is duly entered as holding half a Knight^s-fee in Wodeton, under 
Walter de Lacy.^ He appears, as I have shown under Higley, to 
have died shortly before November 1246. I think that he left a 
Widow Agnes, who remarried to Peter de Lacy, and a daughter and 
sole heir Amicia, who became the wife of Robert de Lacy ; for I 
can by no other supposition reconcile all that has been said under 
Lower Millichope and Higley about this succession, with what I 
have now further to relate. In 1250 Robert de Lascy is amerced 
20«. for unjtist detention. In 1251 SiPrastitum or Loan of 50 merks 
is charged against him as due to the Crown. In 1255 among those 
who being Tenants in Stanton Lacy owed service at Ludlow Castle, 
Sir Robert de Lacy is said to hold half a fee in Wodeton, and 20«. 
rent in Onibury and Walton, and a fourth-part of a Knight's-fee 
in Donton (Downton Hall) by such service.**^ At the Assizes of 
January 1256, in consequence of some litigation not detailed, a day 
for receiving their Chyrograph was given to Robert de Lacy, 
Plaintiff, and to Peter de Lacy, concerning lands which said Peter 
with Agnes his wife held as dower of Agnes in the inheritance of 
Amicia, wife of Robert." The day given was in the Quinzaine of 
Easter; but the Chyrograph, or Fine levied, does not bear date tiU 
the octaves of Michaelmas 1256. The Pine purports to be about a 
sum of £20. which Robert de Lacy required that Peter should pay 
to him ; and about a forthcr sum of £60. which Robert and his wife 



^ Testa de NeviU, pp. 45, 48, 50. 

«> Rot. Hundred, II, 69, 80. 

" AuUee, 40 Hen. UI, m. 11. 

There appear to hare been two Ootem- 
poraries named Peter de Iacj ; one who 
oocnrs aboTe, in January 1256, with a 
wife Agnes, another who oocutb in Here- 
fordehire on January 25, 1256, with a wife 
Margery. I have inadrerteutly mentioned 

V. 



the two (supra, YoL IV, p. 8) as if iden- 
tical. 

Mr. Blakeway quotes a Deed whereby 
Peter de Lacy and Margeiy his wife gire 
to Sir Robert de Waufre and Amioe his 
wife lands in Hampton and Mershtone. 
This I conclude to be a Herefordshire 
Deed. 
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Amicia similarly required irom Peter and Hb wife Agnes, — whereof 
bad been plea of debt. Robert and Amice now renounced all claim 
on the whole .£80. ; for which Peter and Agnes demised and con- 
ceded to Robert and Amice all lands in Shropshire which were of 
Agnes's dower and of Amice's inheritance on the day of Coucord ; — 
to hold to Robert and Amice and the heirs of Amice.'^ 

At the Forest Assizes of 1262, Sir Robert de Lacy, Knight, was 
amerced 20*. for some default. At the General Assizes of 1267, 
Robert de Lacy waa found not to have disseized Richard Bacun of 
a right of common in Wutton, which the latter claimed as appur- 
tenant to his tenement in Shdderton.'^ In September 1272, Robert 
de Lacy's Widow, Amicia, was again impleaded, for that her late 
husband had disseized Roger le Oyselur and Ricliard Bacun of a 
right of common similar to the above. Amicia docs not appear to 
have pleaded the previous settlement of the case in regard to one 
Plaintiff, but some general right of her own. This occasioned the 
Court to give the Plaintifis leave to withdraw their Writ.'* In 
August 127 1 , Robert de Lacy was deceased, and as I have said under 
HJgley, his Widow, calling herself daughter of Robert, former Lord 
of Wodetone, sold her share of Higley to Sir R(^;er de Mortimer. 
In 1274 Amicia waa seized of Wootton; for the Jurors of the 
Liberty of Staunton Lacy (in reply to a qucrj' as to any recent ap- 
propriations or excesses of free-chace and warren) stated that the 
Lady of Wodeton had Warren and Free-chace, but dared not exer- 
cise her right as her Ancestors had done, because of Sir Roger de 
Mortimer and his men.'' In Easter Term 1277, Walter de Hopton 
(if I understand the Record] released to Thomas de Grete, and 
Amicia, his wife, all right of common which he had claimed in Wo- 
dinton as appurtenant to his lands in Shelderton. At the same time 
the said Walter withdrew a charge of disseizin which he had alleged 
against the same Thomas and Amicia about 500 acres of Bosc. The 
parties accorded ; and a perambulation of the boundaries of their re- 
spective estates was entered on the Rolla.^ Walter de Hopton thus 
occuring was of Hopton, near Climgunford, while Amicia, wife of 
Thomas de Grete, was the Widow of Robert de Lacy. It appears 

a person of Kime impoHance long belbre 
bis mtUTUge with the hcireu of Wootton. 
On M«rch 31, 1361, » Patent of Homy 
III gives him custody of the Hundred of 
Unnatoir for three yrara; he haTuig fined 

for thu MQIB. 



'^ Pedet JTniuw, 40 Hpn. Ill, Salop, 
No. 207. 
» AMtita, 51 Hen. Ill, m. 6 dorm. 
>^ Auiiet, 66 Hen. HI, m. 10. 
" Rol. Hmdred. II, 107. 
" Ahbreviatio PiacUonan, p. 193. — 
Thomae dp Grete appftira to havp hern 
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however from the Feodary of 1284 that Robert de Lacy had left a 
son, then still living ; — for the Record says that Thomas de Grete 
holds Wodeton of the heir of Amicia his wife ; the said heir holding 
it of Peter de Genevill for half a knight's-fee. 

Not long after this, Robert de Lacy's heir, whose name was Gilbert, 
will probably have died without issue ; for the ostensible heirs of 
Amicia de Wodeton were her children by Thomas de Grete, whose 
names were Roger, Matilda, and Agnes. In 1291, or earlier^ 
Philip Burnel had acquired the two Manors of Wootton and Lower 
Millichope from their former Lords ; for his Charter of Free Warren, 
dated in that year, extends to both Manors.^^ The Fine has been 
already quoted by which in June 1293, Amice, then the wife of 
William de Schippeye, concurred with her third husband and her 
second husband's son, in formally conveying Wootton and Milichope, 
and also Onibury and Walton to Philip Bumel.^^ 

DOWNTON now DOWNTON HALL. 

This member of Staunton Lacy was held under the Baronial Lords 
of that Manor, in 1255, by the same Robert de Lacy whom 1 have 
spoken of as their Tenant at Wootton/* The ancient names of this 
estate were Donton and Donington Lacy; and Robert do Lacy's 
tenure was by service of a fourth part of a Knight's-fee. Doubtless 
he acquired this estate, like Wootton, with his wife. It was one of 
those Fees which were reputed to be appurtenant to Ludlow Castle. 

In August 1259 I find William de Devises talting out a writ of 
navel disseizin against Robert de Lacy for a tenement in Birche 
(The Birches near Downton). I have already spoken of Robert 
de Lacy's alleged disloyalty in 1265, his forfeiture of Dunton, and 
his attempt to recover the same in 1267, against William de Hug- 
ford.®^ A fine of one merk proffered by Robert de Lacy in 1267 for 
a writ of Pone was probably connected with some further attempt 
to regain this estate. In Michaelmas Term 1268 he seems to have 
succeeded ; though the composition which he then eflfected seems to 
have been with the Prior of Wenlock, to whom Hugford had pro- 
bably conveyed his interest in Dunton. The Record represents 
Robert de Lacy and Amicia his wife as giving 20*. for license to 
accord with the said Prior. Their agreement was a formal quit- 
claim by the Prior to certain lands and tenements in Dunton, for 

*' IhtgdMa Baronage, II, 61. " Bot, Hundred, II, 69, 80. 

M Supra, Vol. IV, p. 3. " Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 16. 
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which quit'Claim Lacy and his wife gave five merks.^^ In 1270 
Kateiina de Lacy (she was Prioress of Acombury and daughter of 
Walter de Lacy) has a writ of novel disseizin against Geoffrey de 
Genevill and John de Normaunt concerning a tenement in Donyg- 
ton Lacy. Another writ on the same subject issued in May 1272, 
where G«ofErey de Genevill and others are the Defendants, and the 
premises described to be in Dorington Lacy. This suit probably 
concerned only a part of the Manor ; for, whether as a guardian or 
otherwise, I think that in 1271 Walter or William de Fenes held 
Downton as a whole under Genevill ; and the interest of Robert 
de Lacy's Widow does not appear. In October 1271, Walter de 
Fenes is sued for disseizing John de Middleton of a right of com- 
mon in Middleton. In October 1272, however, fVilliam^^ de Fenes 
sued William de Hugford for disseizing him of common pasture in 
Middleton, which pertained to said William de Fenes's tenement in 
Dunton. — Hugford gained a verdict.^ The Feodary of 1284 gives 
Gilbert de Lacy, whom I take to have been son and heir of Robert 
de Lacy, as holding the viU of Dounton under Peter de Genevill 
for one-fifth of a knight's-fee. 

LOWER HAYTON. 

This member of Stanton Lacy was one of the many estates which 
were held under Lacy by the great Herefordshire family of Deve- 
reux. Dugdale, at the commencement of his account of this family, 
assigns to it a Norman origin, viz. from the notable town of Evreux. 
He also mentions one or two instances of the name occurring in 
England in the twelfth and beginning of the thirteenth centuries.** 
These hints (for the great Genealogist intended them as nothing 
more) have been unwisely embodied by later Authors into a con- 
nected Pedigree.*^ The result, as might be expected, is a tissue of 
falsehood. 

If we take the Manors held by Devereux under Lacy in the thir- 
teenth century, and then refer back to their Domesday status, we 
shall find that no two of them were common to the same Domes^ 
day Tenant. To assume then that any Ancestor of Devereux is 

oue of the Coroners for Shropshire, but 
was dead in 1292 when Michael de Fenes, 
as his heir, responded for his acts at the 
Assizes. 

® Mnzesy 66 Hen. Ill, memb. 8. 

•• Baronage, Vol. II, p. 175. 

« See ColHng'M Parage, Vol. VI, p. 1. 



^ AhhrefriaHo PZacUorwn^ p. 167. 

^ The name WiUiam is probably mis- 
written for Walter. Walter de Fenes 
was Constable of Bnig Castle in 1271 or 
1272 {Rot. ffund. IT, 100). I have omit- 
ted to name him in his proper plaoe, — 
Vol. I, p. 289. At a later period he wai< 
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written in Domesday will be an assumption of what cannot be 
proved and is in fact less than probable. The earliest mention of 
the name in Herefordshire occurs under the following circumstances. 
— Walter de Lacy who died in 1085 (the year before Domesday) 
gave certain land at Hide in Herefordshire in marriage with a Lady 
named Hdewise^ who was perhaps the Baron^s kinswoman. In 1086 
Tezelinus was Roger de Lacy^s Tenant at Hide.** If we are em- 
powered to conclude anything from this^ it is that Tezelinus was the 
husband of Helewise. However, between the years 1113 and 1130, 
Helewise, as the Widow of William de Ebrois, gave land at Hide 
to Oloucester Abbey.*^ Nothing follows from this but that William 
Devereux, deceased in 1130, was perhaps the second htisband of 
Helewise, Lady of Hide. Nevertheless, till some one more probable 
be su^ested, we may assume this William to have been Ancestor, or 
akin to the Ancestor, of the Devereuxes of Herefordshire. In 1165 
there were two branches of this family, each holding under Lacy and 
each holding by old feoffment ; that is, they or their Ancestors had 
been enfeoffed earlier than 1135. In 1165 Soger de Ebroicis, who 
I think was the Ancestor of the line afterwards ennobled, held four 
fees of Hugh de Lacy, whilst Walter de Ebroicis held three fees.*^ 
In succession to Roger came Stephen Devereux ; but whether as 
Roger's son I cannot say. The mother of Stephen Devereux was a 
sister of Stephen de Longchamp. The latter having been enfeoffed 
by Walter de Lacy in the Vill of Frome Herbert, Herefordshire, 
had King John's Confirmation of the gift, bearing date March 11, 
1201 '^ but afterwards he sub-enfeoffed his Nephew Stephen Deve- 
reux in the same ; and this transfer was confirmed by King John on 
July 26, 1205.7*^ poj. other particulars about Stephen Devereux, 
not connecting him with Shropshire, I refer elsewhere.*^^ That which 
is less known of him is that he married Isabella daughter of the first 
William de Cantilupe, and died shortly before March 17, 1228, 
leaving his heirs in minority .^^ His wife remarried to Ralph de 
Pembruge, and so appears in various documents under three diffe- 
rent names, being called by the name of each of her husbands, while 
she herself, granting apparently in her second widowhood, reassumes 
her maiden name of Cantilupe.^' William Devereux, eldest son and 
heir of Stephen, was apparently of age in 1240, when he confirmed 



« Domesday, fo. 184, b, 1. 
^ 3ionasticon, I, p. 547, b. 
« Liber yiffer, 1, 154. 
^'7^ Rot. Ckart, pp. 90, 156. 



71 Duffdale'e Baronaffe,'V6Lllj^* 176. 
^ Rot Fin. 1, 168, 

7> CoUedanea Topographiea ei Oenea- 
logica, II, 260. 
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s grants to Wormley Priory in HerefiMdshipe.'* Three 
f the years 1240 give William D'Everoaa or D'Ebraids bb 
f a knight'B-fee in Lower Heyton of Walter de Lacy.^* 
e date or within two years thereof, I make oat that he 
her held either mediately or immediately no less than 
» in LaAy's Herefordshire and Gloucestershire Barony, 
of this tief was the Castle of Lonhalles or Lenhalles, 
Lensball or Leonshall. It was near to Weobley, and, as 
, came to Devereux by marriage with the heir-general of 
' Another authority intimates that William Devereux's 
er Lacy was by service of 4^ knights' 'fees. The cotem- 
ure of Cecilia Devereux and her son Nicholas was less ; 

take it, represented the second branch of this iamily ; 
sing the lineal descendant of Walter Devereux living in 
lave before alluded to the interest which Sir William 
lis Widow Matilda, and his son William, had in the con- 
e Shropshire &mily of Beysin.'^ I have also said how 
iDevereux (I) fell on the rebel side at Evesham in 1265. 
' Matilda was Sister of Walter Giffard, Bishop of Bath 

She had an independent interest in Nether Heyton, for 
d, and she had purchased &om Bt^r Tyrel two merks 
This rent Matilda afterwards conveyed to Elyas de 
whom we shall hear more in the sequel. The Feodary 
ves William Devereux (II) as holding the ViU of Lower 

the Barony of Peter de Genevill by half a knight's- 
s levied at Westminster on October 6, 1285, is a curious 
ttive document. It ia between Bishop Robert Bumell, 
id William Devereux, Deforciant, of one Mill, 5 acres of 
id 24 mer^ rent iu Heydon ; which premises were now 
! by Matilda Dererenx and Walter de la Barre. William 
ow concedes that the reversion of the two moieties held 

and Walter shall go to the Bishop and his heirs, after 
ve deaths of the said Matilda and Walter, when such re- 
ild otherwise pertain to William himself. The Bishop is 
i whole at a penny rent under William and his Heirs. 
o give a sore sparrow-hawk for the grant. Clauses ap- 
his Fine indicate the professional caution of the great 
who was a party thereto. — Walter de la Barre came 

™,ri.400, Hmn.iiL I '^ToL I, p. 66, Vol. II, pp. 20, 22.28 j 

y«DiU, pp. 46, 48. 60. Tol. IV, pp. 166, 166. 

'<H«-a>y,Vul.lT,fo.l76,b. I 
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into Court and acknowledged that all his interest was a life-tenure^ 
by demise of William Devereux, at a penny rent ; and he did fealty 
to the Bishop. Also Matilda came into Court and declared that 
she claimed nothing in the premises save as her dower^ except indeed 
two merks rent^ which she and her husband had formerly bought 
from Boger Tyrel, and which she and her heirs were to hold under 
said Boger and his heirs for ever J® These two merks I presume 
were not conveyed by the Pine. 

An inquest of October 12^ 1299^ declared that Elias de Sutton 
might without prejudice to the King or any other^ assign two merks 
rent in Heyton to the Prioress and Convent of Acombury. He held 
the same rent under John Devereux by a chief-rent of 6d,; and for 
this and all other services his remaining Estate was amply suffi- 
cient.^^ In pursuance of this design Elyas de Sutton conveys by 
deed to the Church of St. Cross of Acombury two merks rent in 
the Vill of Heytone Inferior, which he had by gift of Dame Matilda 
Devereux. The said rents were chargeable thus — viz. 22«. on a 
virgate held by William Haumon, and 48, Sd, on the tenement of 
Richard fitz Robert. The Deed reserves all services due to the 
Crown or to the Lords of the Pee. — Witnesses, — Sir Roger de Bas- 
kervile, Sir Roger Tyrd, knights; William de Clifford, Master 
Richard de Heyton, and Master William Andreu.^ 

This Deed should obviously be of nearly even date with the In- 
quest ; and it would almost seem that Dame Matilda Devereux was 
living at the time of both, and confirmed Elyas de Sutton's Deed. 
At all events she then gave or had already given the land on which 
the said rent arose, to the Nuns of Acombury. This is proved by 
another Deed, in which we again observe how the yet unexplained 
connection between the houses of Devereux and Beysin held good 
in the case of Lower Heyton. — Between the years 1311 and 1319 
"Thomas de Beiseyn quit-claimed to Katherine de Genville,®^ 
Prioress, and her Convent of Acombury, all his right in two merks 
rent arising from lands in Nethere Heytone, which lands William 
de Hauman and Richard fitz Robert held of the Prioress, who had 
them by gift of Matilda de Ebroycis.''®^ 



7^ Pedes Finivm, 13 Edw. I, Salop, 

7» InquiHtiont, 27 Edw. I, No. 72. Wil- 
liam de Hagemon was one of the Juron. 

* Acombury Chartulary, fo. briij. 

81 This Prioress I take to have been 

' either sister or daughter of Peter de G^e- 

vill who died in 1292 ; if daughter, her 



baptismal name was probably Beatrix or 
Matilda (vide supra^ p. 11). 

® Axjombury Chartulary, fo. briv. Wit- 
nesses. — Elyas de Suttone, John de Aide- 
ham, John de Bromfeld, Roger de Halgh- 
tone, Robert Brown (of Upper Hayton), 
William de Sutton yttx/a Sugwas. 
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One whose name stands printed as Radu^fus de Bichetot held 100 
soUdates of land under Hugh de Lacy in 1165,^ but no military 
service was reserved on his tenure^ which I suppose to have been in 
Upper Hayton^ and that theTenant^s name should have been printed 
Crichetot. In or about 1240 this member of Stanton Lac^ was 
held under Walter de Lacy by service of half a knighf s-fee. The 
heirs of Michael de Eriketot or Kirketot were the Tenants.^ In 
1265^ John^ as son and heir of Michael de Criketot^ was suing the 
Prioress of Brewood under writ of mart d^ancestfre, for a rent in 
Heyton. In Hilary Term 1283, John son of Osbert de Westhop, 
Agnes his wife, and Alice, Agnes's sister, Deforciants, ^iit-elaim for 
themselves and the heirs of Agnes and Alice, by Fine and for IOO9. 
two messuages and a virgate in Over Horton {sic) to William de 
Stepelton, Plaintiff. In 1284 we have William de Stepleton as Pe- 
ter de Genevill's Tenant of half a knight's-fee in Upper Heyton,^ 
but by what descent firom Criketot I do not know. Again in Mardi 
1317 Robert Brown was Tenant of Theobald de Verdon deceased, 
at Overheyton. It was half a knight^s-fee, and extended at 4ids. 
per anntim?^ 

The Undertenants of Upper Hayton cannot always be distin- 
guished from those of Lower Hayton. However in Michaelmas 
Term 1281 Walter de Northon and Hawys his wife, Impedients, 
convey by Fine, to Master Richard de Heyton, Plaintiff, a mes- 
suage and virgate in Over Heyton, as their gift ; — ^to hold to said 
Richard and the heirs of his body under Walter and Hawys and the 
heirs of Hawys at a rent of one rose, — Remainder to Reginald, 
brother of Richard, and his heirs of his body. — Remainder to the 
right heirs of Richard. For this the Plaintiff gave 40^. 

Robert Wymont of Heyton was a Juror for the Liberty of Stan- 
ton at the Assizes of 1292. 

Pole. — This member of Stanton Lacy, still traceable in Poles 
Farmy I do not hear of as a distinct estate till 1240, when John 
Pirun held it for one-fourth part of a knight^s-fee of Walter last 
Baron Lacy.^^ In 1255 it was one of those estates which are en- 
tered on the Inquisitions of Stanton Lacy and Ludlow as pertaining 
to Ludlow Castle. John Pirun was still the Tenant, and his service 



® lAher NiffeTf 1, 155. 

^ Testa de NeviU, pp. 45, 48. 

» Kirhif'M Quest, 



» Inquuitians, 10 Edw. n. No. 21. 
V Testa de Nevili, p. 45. 
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the same.^ At the Assizes of January 1256 a canse was tried which 
shows us that John Pirun had been preceded here by Walter Pirun 
his Father. — John le Cruthur and Alice his wife sued John de la 
Pole and Richolda his wife for half a virgate in La Pole as the right 
of Alice ; alleging that John de la Pole had no ingress therein save 
through John de Colton, Alice's former husband^ who had demised 
it while living. John de la Pole however called John Pyrun to 
warranty, who said that he inherited the premises from Walter 
Pyrun his Father who died seized thereof. The Court ordered an 
Inquisition to be had on the matter, but the parties accorded. Their 
Fine was that John le Cruther and Alice renounced all daim to 
John Pyrun for 2i merks.^' 

In 1284 Walter Pirun held this vUl under Peter de Genevill for 
a fourth part of a knight's-fee.^ 

Aks. now Rock. — ^This member of Stanton Lacy is described in 
old writings by the name " Aks/' usually supposed to be equivalent 
to " Oaks/' The old name is now lost, but the ViU is identical 
with the present township of Rock.*^ I find that before the year 
1240 Nicholas fitz Peter of London, * * * Malore, and another 
tenant of Walter de Lacy in the viU of Akes, sold their interest there 
to Peter Undergod of Ludlow. The latter was founder of St. John's 
Hospital at Ludlow, and he gave all his land of Akes thereto, Wal- 
ter de Lacy, the Chief-Lord, confirming. It appears that beside the 
land thus conveyed Peter Undergod was entitled to all amercia- 
ments assessed on his Under-tenants at Akes in the manorial Court 
of Stanton Lacy. These profits he similarly gave to St. John's 
Hospital.'* 

In 1255 Akes or Hokes was thus held. — The Brethren of Ludlow 
Hospital had eight virgates there ; said to be " of the eleemosynary 
grant of Walter de Lacy," which was not quite the whole truth. 
Roger de Stanton held one virgate there, the rent of which, viz. 8«., 
was payable to Dame Mai^ery de Lacy as part of her dower. An- 
other rent of 5«. was payable by the same Roger for an assart and a 
pasture called the Old Vivary, both probably in Akes, and the said 
rent being also part of Margery de Lacy's dower. Further the VUlate 
or community of Akes seems to have rented another pasture in the 



» Sot. Hundred, II, pp. 69, 80. 
^ Assizes f 40 Hen. HI, m. 14. 
» Kirbif's Quest 

'* I cannot discover any etymological 
connection between Aks and Rockf but I 



am inclined to beliere that there was one. 
The Parish in Worcestershire now known 
a8 Bock wafl unquestionably written Aka 
or Alke in the thirteenth centurv. 
" Montulieon, Til, 681. 
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same way, for 3». per annum.*^ T have nothing further to say of Aks 
under that name. Id 1534—5 St. John's Hospital at Ludlow was in 
receipt of £7. %a. 2d., the rents and fermg of ita estate at Rocke.'* 

WioLEY — was another member of Stanton Lacy. Here in 
1255 Robert Dovile held two virgatcs of land, his service being 
to guard the Keep of Ludlow Castle for fifteen days in war-time. 
For twelve acres of land, which he al^o held here, he paid 2». per 
annum to Dame Margery de Lacy as part of her dower.*' In 1272 
and 1292 Robert DoviU sat as a Juror for Stanton Liberty at the 
County Assizes. In March 1317 the Inquest on the death of 
Theobald de Verdon gives Robert son of Robert Dovyle as holding 
a fourth part of a knight's-fee in Wyggele of the deceased. Its 
value was 20s.** There was also a family which took name from this 
place; e.g. John de Wygelc, on a Ludlow Inquest in 1284, and a 
Juror for Munslow Hundred at the ABsizes of 1292 ; — also Roger 
de Wy^eleye a Jnror for Stanton Liberty at the latter Assizes. 
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This was another Manor held by Roger dc Laci immediately of 
the King. It is described in Domesday thus : — " The same R<^er 
holds Allcdonc. Siuuard held it (in Saxon times) and was a free 
man. Here arc 2^ }iidcs gcldablc. There is arable land (sufficient) 
for XV oK-tcams. In demesne there arc ii teams, and there are viii 
teams among the male and female Serfs; and there are xxtiii Vil- 
lains, II Boors, and one Cottager (Cozct), with viii teams among 
them all. Here b a Mill of 5«. (annual value). Of the laud of 
this Manor, Richard holds i hide, and ^Idrcd one member of land. 
Thereon is one team and Xii Villains, vii Boors, and iii Serfs, with 
III teams. The Church has half a hide of land, and the Priest has 
a Team with one Cottar. The whole Manor used to render 105>. 
in King Edward's time. Now, that part which Roger (de Laci) 
holds is worth .C8.; that which his Men (Richard and /Eldrcd) have 
is worth 16s., that which the Priest has is worth 5s. (per annum)."' 

" Rot. S-ndred. II, 80, 69. I " IniiuMiam, 10 Eiiw. II, No. 7l. 

" Jloiuulkoii, Til, 682. Num. iii. ' Dumodon, fo. 200, 1). 

» Rol. Hundred. II, H(l. 
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Again we notice a Manor of small extent, but uncommon richness, 
stocked with eight teams beyond its estimated requirements, realiz- 
ing more than £2. per hide in Saxon times, and more than .€3. 12.?. 
per hide to its Norman Lords. Aldon seems to have been tcrantcd by 
the Lord thereof to some new Feoffee, either in the reign of Ste- 
phen or Henry II ; so that I suppose the Domesday Tenancies of 
Richard and iEldred to have lapsed. Among the Fees of new feoff- 
ment returned by Hugh de Lacy in 1165 is this entry; — Feod. de 
Cauledon dim. milit. ;^ that is, the Fee or Fees of Aldon (as I sup- 
pose) owed the service of half a knight^s-fee to Lacy. This unusual 
mode of expressing the tenure may possibly have been caused by 
the Manor being already held by Coheirs ; a state in which it always 
occurs in the next century. On this coheirship I shall not here 
make any comment, but give the few facts which I have collected, 
and which require further evidence to show the mode of descent satis- 
factorily. At the Assizes of 1221 Thomas de la Le (one of these 
coheirs as I think) was found to have disseized Hugh Senesot of 6 
acres in Euledon. The damages were 10*.^ In or about 1240 Roger 
le Poer and his Coparceners are said to hold half a knight's-fee in 
Euledon, or Ctdedon, of Walter de Lacy.* In 1255 the Coparceners 
named are Thomas de Le, Stephen de Smethcot, Thomas Purcel, 
Richard de Thongland, and John, Parson of Bissopeston. They are 
said to hold Lower and Higher Guledon and Weho (now Yeo) of 
Walter de Lacy's heir, for two and a half hides of land (the Domes- 
day measurement) . They did suit to Munslow Hundred, and paid 
the King 2s, 6d, for Stretward and Motfee} It would seem, from a 
note to this entry, that these Coparceners had withdrawn some suit 
of 6d. value ; for the Tenants of Over and Nether Guidon are said 
to appear (at the Inquest), and to answer concerning 6rf. withdrawn. 
I should notice for future reference that at this time Stephen de 
Smethcot and Thomas Purcel were Coparceners in the Manor of 
Acton Scott, also Philip de Smethcot and Thomas Purcel were Co- 
parceners in Smethcot. In Trinity Term 1203 Philip de Thongland 
sued Thomas de Grete for a carucate in Eweledon as his right. 
View thereof was ordered by the Court.® The Feodary of 1284 
gives John Purcel only, as Tenant of half a Knight's-fee in Euledon, 
but at the Assizes of 1292 the Munslow Jurors showed the vill of 



' lAher Ni^er^ 1, 164. 
^ Assizes, 6 Hen. Ill, m. 2 dwso. 
^ Testa de Nevill, pp. 45, 48. 
* Mot. Hundred. II, 70. 
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Euddon as still held by four Coparceners. These were John Purcel^ 
John de Lee^ Reginald Scot with his wife Isabella, and Gfilbert de 
Lacy with his wife Agnes. 

ALDON CHAPEL. 

Though Aldon had a Church and a Priest at Domesday, it is cer- 
tain that that Church was afterwards transferred to Stokesay. We 
have had one similar case before, viz. where the Domesday Church 
of Patton was transferred to Long Stanton.^ Instances of this are 
however very rare ; and it is remarkable that in both the present 
cases the transfer took place in Lacy's Fief. We must date the 
change early in the twelfth century, — that period which is illus- 
trated by so few ecclesiastical Records. We know that in Bishop 
Betun's time the principle that every congregation required a 
Church was acted upon in his Diocese. This led to the building of 
affiliated Chapels in most instances ; but in cases like Aldon and 
Patton, where the original caput of a Parish had perhaps become 
less populous than one of the members, there is no difficulty in 
seeing that the natural course was to transfer the Mother Church 
itself to the greater Tt//, and leave the Chapel to the lesser. That 
a Chapel or Chantry, with some land attached, remained at Aldon^ 
I now proceed to show. 

In 1317, Sir Walter de Greneburg, Perpetual Vicar of Stokesay, 
was at issue with William de Davyntre and nine other Parishioners 
of Stokesay, resident in Aldon, about the Vicar's liability to main- 
tain a Chantry in Aldon Chapel, situated within the limits of his 
Vicarage. The case seems to have been adjudicated upon by a Com- 
mission appointed by Adam de Orleton, then Bishop of Hereford ; 
— and Nicholas, Abbot of Hagbmon, Master Robert de Preston, 
Rector of Fitz, and Sir Walter, Perpetual Vicar of Bucknell, cer- 
tified the following ordinance of the Commission, viz. that the Vicar 
of Stokesay should provide a Chaplain to celebrate Mass three days 
in a week (Sundays, Wednesdays, and Fridays) in Aldon Chapel, 
except on certain Feast-days. All Churchings, marriages, and con- 
fessions were to be at the Mother Church of Stokesay. This Ordu 
nance was dated in the said Mother Church on June 18, 1317, in 
presence of John de Butterley, John de Ronton, William de Smethe- 
cote, and Thomas de Wolstanton, Chaplain. 

It appears by another document in the Haughmond Chartulary 
that the Money received at these Masses, and half a virgatc and 

7 Vide Bupra, Vol. TV, p. 39. 
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nine acres of land^ were deemed to be anciently appurtenant to 
Aldon Chapel. However on Sept. 1, 1414^ we find the Abbot of 
Haughmond seized of this very quantity of land in Upper Aldon^ 
and granting or rather renewing a lease thereof to a Tenant for life 
at a rent of 6s. Sd. ; except a grange and a plot of ground which 
were retained by the Abbey .^ Hence the Ministers^ Accounts of 
1541-2 give among the Assets of the late Monastery a rent of 
6s. Sd. arising from a Tenement in Aldon.^ 

The Chapel had probably at this period been long disused^ even 
if such a building existed. The Vicar of Stokesay would^ according 
to the spirit of the times^ be glad to be released from his obligation 
to maintain a Chaplain^ while the Abbot of Haughmond was equally 
content to appropriate the Chapel glebe. 



^tolkesap. 



We have a fact relating to this Manor anterior to Domesday, 
but not^ as in the case of Stanton Lacy^ memorialized in that Re- 
cord. Walter de Lacy endowing his Foundation of St. Peter's at 
Hereford^ gave thereto a Villain at Stoke in Shropshire^ and also 
two-thirds of the tithes of the said Vill.^ 

Domesday speaks of this Manor as held by Roger de Laci (son 
of Walter) of the King in capite. — 

" The same Roger holdeth Stoches. ^Idred held it (in Saxon 
times), and was a free man. Here are vii hides geldable. The 
arable land is sufficient to employ xiiii ox-teams. In demesne 
there are v teams, and (th^e are) xvi teams among the male and 
female Serfs, and (there are) xx Villains with viii teams, and ix 
Female Cottars. Here is a Mill rendering ix quarters {summas) 
of com (yearly), and here is a Miller and a Keeper of bees. In 
King Edward's time the Manor was worth £10. per annum.^^^ 

Again we notice in this Manor of Lacy^s, that the Stock thereon 
was more than double the quantity estimated to be necessary. 
^Idred, the dispossessed Saxon, was probably identical with him 
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who retained at Dometday a portion of the neighbomiiig Manor of 
Aldon. 

Within thirty years of Domesday Roger de Lacy or his brother 
Hugh enfeoffed the Says in three of their Shropshire Manors, viz. 
in Wheathill, already noticed, in Stoke, afterwards called South- 
Stoke or Stokeaay, and in Stoke, afterwards called North Stoke or 
Stoke upon Tern. The first of these Says of whom I find mention 
was Theodoric de Say, living in the time of Henry I. This Theo- 
doric has been represented as Ancestor of the Says of Richard's 
Castle. I have seen no proof, and can imagine no probability 
for such a descent. It is inconsistent with every known fact. I 
shall have more to tell of Theodoric de Say under Stoke upon 
Tern. I take him to have been a Cadet of the Baronial house 
whose Ancestor, Picot de Sai, was Domesday Lord of Clim. My 
reason for thinking this is, that the successor (probably the son) of 
Theodoric de Say was named Hetias, and the cotemporary Baron 
of Clun was also named Helias. The position and descendants of 
these two cotemporaries were however very different. We have seen 
one Helias de Sai, accompanied by other Tenants in Lacy's Fief, 
attesting Phihp de Belmeis' grant to the Buildwas Abbey in 1138 
or 1139.^ His position in the testing- clause indicates Helias de 
Sai of Stokesay rather than Helias de Sai of Clmi ; for the latter 
woidd certainly have preceded Philip fitz Odo. An inferior witness 
of the same Charter is Hugh de Sai ; and of this name I think there 
were also two Cotemporaries, viz. the eldest son of Helias dc Sai of 
Stokesay, and the Brother of Oshem fita Hugh of Richard's Castle. 
The witness of Belmeis' charter was, I imagine, the Son of Helias 
de Sai. The same Hugh de Say, not however preceded by his pre- 
sumed Father Helias, stands sixth witness of another charter of 
Philip de Belmeis, which I have set forth elsewhere and dated as 
between 1139 and 1145.* It is not usual to find a son thus attest- 
ing at least twenty years before his Father's death ; for, as I shall 
presently show, Helias de Say of Stokesay was living in 1165. 
However I find that any other supposition as to the identity of 
these witnesses wilt involve us in more anomalies than the single 
one, which disturbs but does not controvert the above calculation. 

In 1165 Hugh de Lacy retuminp; a statement of the Knights'- 
fees of his Barony, intimates that " Helyas de Sai acknowledges a 
tenure by ser\'ice of three Knights' -fees, but denied a further ser- 
vice of two K nights' -fees ; nor could Hugh de Lacy obtain the 

' Supra, Vol. II, p. a03. I ' Supra, Vol. II, p. 206. 
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latter service until the question was settled by due process of law/'^ 
It will appear that the service of five knights thus expected by the 
Lord, and the service of three, acknowledged by the Vassal, became 
eventually a service of four, probably by compromise. All that I 
have further to relate of Helyas de Say is, that Pope Alexander's 
Bull of May 1172 mentions a grant of his to Haughmond Abbey, 
and the assent thereto of Hugh his son. The particulars of the 
said grant belong to another locality. The name of Helyas de 
Say^s wife was Egeline. 

Hugh de Say probably succeeded his father very soon after 1165. 
About the year 1174 he gave Stokesay Church to Haughmond 
Abbey. His deed, making mention of his Father Helias and his 
Mother Egeline, was confirmed by Hugh de Lacy (who died in 
1185) as Seignoral Lord. I have given, under Wheathill, a Charter 
by this Hugh de Say which is attested by his wife Olympias.* The 
latest that I find of him is his esaoigning his appearance in a law- 
suit at Westminster on November 12, 1194,^ at which period his 
age was probably very great. 

The son and successor of Hugh de Say was a second Helias de 
Say ; and I imagine Hugh's death to have taken place about the 
end of 1194. There are two Charters which evidently passed in a 
full County Court of Shropshire. One of them must have been 
executed early in 1195, the other either in 1195 or 1196, and both 
have the attestation of Helias de Sai in a prominent position.^ A 
Fine of September 1199 places Helias de Sai's previous succession 
beyond all doubt. It was to settle the dower of his Mother Olym- 
pias, Widow of Hugh de Sai, in Southstoke, Northstoke and Mor- 
ton (now Morton Say) . All that I need here say of the particulars 
is, that Olympias relinquished her claim in respect of South-Stoke. 

Helias de Say confirmed his Father's grant of Stokesay Church 
to Haughmond.' I have before alluded to certain Irish interests 
which were common to Herbert de Bushbury and Helias de Say 
in the year 1200.^^ The following Deed again connects these two 
Tenants of Lacy. — " Elias de Say, with consent of his wife Anisia, 
gives to Andrew fitz Milo of Ludlow, for his homage and service, 
and for 23 merks the Mill of Stokes and WeteUngton, with suit of 



* Uher Niger, I, 154. 

c Supra, Vol. IV, p. 288. 
7 Rot, Curia Regis, 1, 194. 

* Sal4)p ChartuUtrg, No. 16, and Ilarl. 
MSS. 13U6, fo. 253. 
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his men^ and a messuage and meadow^ — to hold in fee, for a rent of 
one pound of pepper. — Witnesses : Herbert de Busburi, Samson le 
Poher, Gerard Angevin/^^^ 

Andrew fitz Milo, thus enfeoffed, granted 5«. of the rent of the 
said Mill to Haughmond Abbey, and Nicholas his son and heir 
granted 5^. more, in a deed attested by Nicholas a Chaplain, and 
by Henry and William Muneno.^^ Later still in the lifetime of 
Helias de Say the Abbey seems to have got the whole fee-single 
of this MiU, for " Helias de Say, for the souls of Amicia his wife, 
Hugh de Say his Father, and Olympias his Mother, gave the said 
Mill to the Abbey with a messuage, etc., as in his former grant to 
Andrew fitz Milo. This last Deed passed between 1216 to 1224, 
and is tested by John fitz Alan, John le Strange, and Robert 
Corbet (of Cans) ." 

Before 1224 Helias de Say was dead. The Haughmond Char- 
tulary preserves a Deed whereby he gave, with his body in burial, 
a merk rent to that House. It also preserves a part of his Will, in 
which, calling himself Elias de Say of Stoke, he commends his soul 
to GK>d, his body to the Church of Haghmon, and together with 
his body gives the merk rent above mentioned, and also six oxen 
and one horse from Southstoke, and ten quarters {summas) of rye 
{Segle) growing on the ground at Northstoke, and ten quarters of 
oats in the bam of Southstoke.^^ 

I infer that Helias de Say (II) died without issue ; for his Suc- 
cessor was his Brother Robert, who was apparently a Clerk in Holy 
Orders. Robert de Say confirmed his brother Helias^ grant of Stoke 
and Wetlington Mill to Haughmond ; Walter de Lacy attesting his 
confirmation. He also confirmed the merk rent above mentioned 
in a deed which, being attested by Baldwin de Hodnet and Stephen 
his brother, must have passed before 1225, when the said Baldwin 
was dead.^^ Robert de Say, previous to his succession, comes more 
than once under notice. At the County Assizes of October 1203 
he was amerced half a merk, as was Richard de Stirchley, for some 
false averment or verdict. This juxtaposition of the two names 
reminds us of a testing clause of about that period, where Richard 
de Stirgle is followed by Robert de Say.'^ Other testing-clauses in 



^^ Chartularyy ut supra. 

^ The original Will, or rather an ex- 
tract therefirom (but written in a coeval 
hand, and having sometime had its own 
seal) is in possession of Richard Corbet 



Esq., of Adderley. I shall recur to this 
curious document under Stoke-upon-Tem. 
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which Robert de Say occurs I need not quote^ as they do not enable 
me further to determine the period of his succession^ or the time 
during which he held the estates of his family. His deaths without 
issue^ is indicated by the fact that he was succeeded by a third bro- 
ther, Walter. — 

Walter de Say, in or about the year 1240, was holding four 
knights'-fees under Walter de Lacy." These Pees may be thus 
divided, viz. Stoke upon Tern and Moreton Say — 1 fee ; Wheathill 
— 1 fee; Stokesay and its members — 2 fees. Walter de Say was a 
Bene&ctor to Haughmond Abbey. Styling himself Lord of Stoke, 
he gave ''for the souls of himself and Amicia his wife, the whole 
Moor called Pencheres-medowe, as the bank of the Onie surrounded 
the said Moor under the Mill of Stokes and Wetlington, which 
Mill, Elias his brother gave to the Abbey. Witnesses, — Sir Thomas 
de la Lee, Hugh de Cheyne, Henry Mile. By another Deed, Walter 
de Say, calling himself son of Hugh de Say, gave with his body, 
and for the souls of himself and Amicia his wife, half a merk rent 
of an assart in Stokesay Wood, viz. in Marlebeche. Witnesses, — 
Adam, Vicar of Stoke, Robert de Lacy. 

In the Quinzaine of Easter 1250 a very important Fine was levied, 
at Westminster, after a conventional Suit. The Fine is between Hugh 
de Sey, Plaintiff, and Walter de Sey, Deforciant, — of the Manors 
of Suthstok and Northstok. Walter acknowledged the right of 
Hugh, who regranted the Manors to Walter for life, — ^to hold at a 
rent of \d,, and by performance of all capital services. Remainder 
was covenanted to Hugh and his heirs ; and Walter undertook not 
to alienate the premises.^* For license to levy this Fine, Hugh de 
Sai paid the large sum of 100«.^* 

Hugh de Say, thus named, became in due course the Successor to 
Walter, and was I presume his nephew. Son of his brother Hugh. 
The life-tenure of Walter de Say, coupled with the remaindership 
of his Nephew Hugh, are curiously illustrated by two deeds in the 
Haughmond Chartulary, which will have passed between 1250 and 
1255. By the first, Walter de Say gives to the Abbey half a merk 
rent in Watlington, arising from a virgate of land held by Philip, 
Rector of Wistanstow. By the second, Hugh de Say, son of Hugh 
de Say, confirmed what Walter de Say his Uncle gave, and he him- 
self gives out-and-out the virgate from which the rent arose. These 
deeds were coeval, being attested by the same witnesses (Robert de 
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Lacy^ Richard de Thonglande^ and Hugh de Cheyne), and because 
both Grantors join in a precept memorializing Philip Parson of 
Wistanestowe, of their act.^^ 

Hugh de Say, nephew of Walter, and, soon after 1250, Successor 
to his whole estate, had it seems been in possession (as Tenant) of 
Moreton Say as early as 1248 ; for that is the date assigned by com- 
petent witnesses for his withdrawal of the said Manor from suit of 
County and Hundred.^® We are expressly told that this Hugh de 
Say gave up his Manor of Stoke upon Tern to John de Verdon, his 
Suzerain, in exchange for property in Ireland. There is good reason 
to think that Stokesay was a part of this exchange, which must have 
taken place between 1250 and 1255. In the latter year Hugh de 
Say was unquestionably living; for Wheathill is said to be held 
under him ;^' but Robert de Say, son of Hugh, held Moreton Say 
immediately of John de Verdon, whilst John de Verdon was Lord 
of the fee-simple of Stoke upon Tern and Stokesay. It is probable 
then that Hugh de Say, having alienated all or nearly all his Shrop- 
shire Estates, had settled in Ireland. In the year 1256 I find 
Olimpias de Wallington (Wettleton) naming her Attorney in a suit 
against Hugh de Say.^ This proves that Hugh de Say was living, 
not that he was still seized of Stokesay i for Olimpias, probably his 
relation and former Feoffee, may have had some claim upon him, 
which in the wholesale exchange with John de Verdon had not been 
respected. I hear nothing more of Hugh de Say or his descendants 
in connection with Stokesay, but shall have to speak of them else- 
where. 

I now return to John de Verdon, whom the Inquisition of 1255 
duly registers as Lord of Stoke Say, Wetliton, and Neuton. He 
is said to hold the Manor of the Heir of Walter de Lacy, that is, 
he, a Coheir of Lacy, held it of the general estate of Lacy, of which 
full partition was not as yet made. It was 5 hides ; that is, two hides 
less than its Domesday measurement. It did suit to Munslow Hun- 
dred, and paid 5s. annually for Stretward and Motfee}^ Other 
parts of the same Record speak of Stokesay as held by two knights'- 
fees, and as pertaining to Ludlow Castle.^^ Whatever were its ser- 
vices due at Ludlow, it also owed the services of one knight in ward 
of Montgomery Castle in time of war for forty days.^^ This last 
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liability was oommon to several Manors in Lacy's Barony^ as we 
have already seen under Patton. 

A Deed^ which I am now going to set forth^ shows that in 1270 
John de Yerdon had ensured to one Philip de Whichecote 8 merks 
rent^ arising annually from Ludlow Mills ; and a further salary of 
Mo.per annum in compensation of the acceptable services of the 
said Philip^ who was probably a Civilian. On September 1^ 1270^ 
Sir John de Verdon conveys to the said Philip his Manor of Stoke- 
say for a term of three years, in return for £24. paid by Philip to the 
Grantor. The Manor was valued at 40 merks (£26. 13^. 4^.) per 
annum; but the considerations which induced Sir John de Yerdon to 
borrow money at so extravagant a cost do not appear. — 

The term of three years being ended, Philip was to hold the 
Manor for the further term of his own Ufe, but at the full rent of 
40 merks; that is, he was to pay 24^ merks yearly to John de Yer- 
don at Weobley, and the balance of 15^ merks he was to retain as 
equivalent to John de Yerdon^s annuities (8 merks and £6) due to 
himself on the other accounts above mentioned. During this se- 
cond term the Wardships and Escheats of the Free Tenants in the 
Manor were reserved to John de Yerdon, but the rents were to be 
Philip^s. Yerdon reserved a power of re-entry, in case Whichecote 
failed to pay the rent at stated times. On the Manor reverting to 
Yerdon (i. e. on Whichecote's death) there were to be left thereon 
two waggon-loads of hay, twelve waggon-loads of forage, and a 
number of implements {utensilia) said to be specified in a schedule 
(cyrographo). The Deed was sealed in duplicate by either party, 
and copies thereof exchanged.^^ 

Inquisitions on the death of John de Yerdon were ordered by 
Writ of October 17, 1274. One, purporting to be held at Stok Say, 
met on November 7, following ; but it is dear from the return of the 
Jury, that, by the place here called Stok Say, Stoke upon Tern was 
meant.^ The Inquests on the death of John de Yerdon say in fact no- 
thing about Stokesay proper; probably because at the time of his death 
be held nothing in demesne there. Theobald de Yerdon, his son and 



^ Charter in poBsession of Richard Cor- 
bet, Esq., of Adderley. — 

ThiB Charter has had a seal attached, 
but it is gone. It closes with the words 
Hiia teHibus; showing that a testing clause 
was intended to be added, but no names 
are given. This omission may possibly 
imply tliat the Deed never took cfiect, but 
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sealed. 

» Inquinitont, 2 £dw. I, Ko. 34. There 
is another instance of this confusion 
between the two Stokes, viz. wlicre the 
Church Taxalion of 1291, describes the 
Church of Stokc-upon-Tem as StokescMf 
Church. 



36 



STOKE8AY. 



heir, was twenty-two years of age and upwards. John de Verdon's 
Feoffee at Stokesay at the time of his death, was not Philip de 
Whichecote, as we should have expected, but Reginald de Grey (of 
Wilton, I presume) . The Inquest of Munslow Hundred, held on 
November 26, 1274, tells how " John de Verdon had withdrawn the 
Suit of the vill of Stok Sey from that Hundred, whereas all the free- 
men and four Jurors with a Provost had been previously used to do 
the said Suit twice a year at the SheriflPs Great^Toum"^ The 
Jurors added that Reginald de Orey now held the said Manor in the 
same way, i. e, without doing the Suit aforesaid. How Reginald de 
Grey came to be Verdon^s Tenant in Stokesay I cannot discover. 
Soon after this the said Reginald (presumptively of Wilton) seems 
to have conveyed his interest in Stokesay to his son John \ which 
John however did not generally succeed his Father till the death of 
the latter in 1308, — ^when the said John was declared by one out of 
several Inquests to be 50 years of age.** — 

I am particular in stating this because it shows John de Grey to 
have been of full age in 1279, and so capable of the feoffment above 
suggested. It is certain too that John de Grey, thus or otherwise 
seized of Stokesay, conveyed the whole to Laurence de Ludlow, in 
or before the year 1281. The sale, for such undoubtedly it was, is 
indicated by a Fine dated Jan. 18, 1281, and levied between Lau- 
rence de Ludlowe, Plaintiff, and John de Grey and Matilda his wife, 
Impedients, of theManor of Stokesay, whereof was Plea of Warranty 
of Charter. John and Matilda acknowledge the Plaintiff's right as 
arising by their gift. A rent of %d, is reserved to John and Matilda, 
and the heirs of Matilda, in lieu of all services, «»«^^-of-court, re- 
liefs, aids, scutages, wards, custodies, marriages, regal services, cus- 
toms and exactions. For this the Plaintiff is said to give a Sore 
Sparrow-hawk. A Royal Charter of 1281 shows Laurence de Lud- 
low in full possession of Stokesay.*^ It gives him the privilege of 
Free- Warren in his demesnes of Stokesay, Neuton, and Wetlinton. 
In " July 1281,'' or more probably 1282 (for the date given in the 
Deed involves some error), Laurence de Ludlowe, Lord of Stokesay, 
came to an agreement with Henry, Abbot of Haughmond, concern- 
ing previous disputes. This arrangement took place at Shrewsbury 
before Sir Roger Sprenchose, then Sheriff of Shropshire, Sir Roger 
de Sibbeton, and others.*^ In the Feodary of 1284 Laurence de 
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Ludlow is said to hold the Yill of Stokesay for one knight's-fee 
under John de Grey, which John held it under Theobald de Verdon, 
who held of the King. 

In 19 Edw. I (1290-1), Laurence de Ludlow obtained a license to 
strengthen his mansion with a wall of stone and lime, and to crenel- 
late, or embattle^ the same.*® The result was, probably, the erection 
of that fortified Manor-House whose remains are now known as 
Stokesay Castle. 

At the Assizes of 1292 the Munslow Jurors presented Laurence 
de Ludlow as claiming a right oi free-warren in Stoke Say. On 
January 20th, 1296, Laurence de Ludlow being dead^ a Fine was 
levied between Agnes his Widow, and William de Ludlow (his son), 
Complainants, and Peter Oilmyn of Ludlow, and Matilda his wife, 
Impedients, — of 48 acres of land in Stanton Lacy, whereof was Plea 
of Warranty. Peter and Matilda recognised the Complainants' 
right thereto, as by their own gift, — to hold to Agnes and William, 
and the heirs of William. For this the Complainants gave £40. 
In March 1316, the Nomina ViUarum gives WilUam de Lodelowe 
and Cecilia de Halghton as Lords of the Vill of Stokesay.^ On 

* _ 

August 25 of that year, William de Ludelowe, Lord of Stokesay, 
settled some disputes, about quit-rents of certain tenements in this 
Manor, with the Abbot of Haughmond.^ 

On November 11, 1316, William de Ludlow being dead, an In- 
quest states him to have held only two-thirds of Stok-Sail He held, 
says the Record, under John de Verdon,^^ iafree socage, and at a 
rent of Sd. The value of his estate here was £12. 17s. 7d. per 
annum. Matilda, wife of the deceased, and Laurence his son and 
heir, who would be 16 years of age on March 2, 1317, are both 
mentioned in the Inquest.** 

The Inquest on Theobald de Yerdon's death, taken in March 
1317, gives the Heirs of Sir William de Lodelowe as holding of the 
deceased a knight's-fee in Suthstoke. Their estate was worth £6. 
per annum.^ In Hilary Term 1322 Laurence, son of William de 
Lodelowe, recovered a third part of Stokesay Manor against William 
le Wynne and Matilda his wife.^ I shall have future opportunities 



» Patent, 19 Edw. I. 

» Parliamenicuy WHU, IV, 398. 

» Chartulary [Tit, Stoke Say). Wit- 
nesses, — ^Laurenoe, son of William de 
Lodelowe, and Master William de Assha- 
ton. Rector of the Church of Pontoshury. 



^* A confusion apparently between John 
de Grey, of Wilton, and Theobald de Ver- 
don, the Mesne and the Seignoral Lord. 

« • « Inquisitioiu, 10 Edw. II, Nos. 
69, 71. 

** Abbreviatio Placitorum, p. 339. 
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of speaking more in detail of this family of Ludlow, which rose to 
great eminence in Shropshire. 

Of Undertenants in Stokesay I have already named some in* 
cidentally, and one of them^ Nicholas, son of Andrew fitz Milo, has 
occurred as granting here to Haughmond Abbey. At the Assizes 
of January 1256, this person, under the name of Nicholas Andreu, 
of Ludlow, was Defendant in a suit of novel disseizin for a tenement 
in Stokesay. The Prosecutor, Richard de Kinere, failed to appear, so 
be and his Sureties, viz. Richard fitz Gilbert of £uledon (Aldon), 
and William de Kinere of Euledon, were in misericordid?^ 

At these same Assizes Nicholas de Haseloure appeared against 
Coleman le Whyte in 2^ plea ujif convention concerning thirds of se- 
veral messuages and parcels of land in Whettlinton, Stokesay, and 
Stiventon. C!oleman le White not appearing, the Sheriff was ordered 
to have his body in Court in one month of Easter,^ It would ap- 
pear that this plea of convention was connected with a cross-suit of 
mort d'ancestre which was adjourned at these Assizes ; Coleman le 
Blund making Nicholas de Haselore his Attorney therein, against 
Herbert de Ledewych.'^ A Fine levied at Westminster in Trinity 
Term 1256, explains more of this matter. Nicholas de Haselour, 
Plaintiff, quits to Colemann le Whyte, Deforciant, a third of three 
messuages, a virgate, and eight acres of land, three acres of meadow, 
and fifty-one acres of land in Wettelyton, Stok-Say, Sete (Sheet), 
and * * *,*® whereof was plea of convention. In return Coleman 
le Whyte (having, I suppose, gained his cause against Herbert de 
Ledwych) concedes to Nicholas de Haselour a messuage and 20 acres 
in La Sete ; eleven acres of which had sometime been held by Her- 
bert de Ledewych. Nicholas and his heirs were to hold the same 
under Le Whyte at \d. rent. 

The heir of Coleman le Whyte above mentioned was apparently 
his Nephew. The latter as Coleman de Ludelawe, son of Roger 
Blund of Ludlaw, quit-cUnms to his Lord, Sir John de Verdun, all 
right in 11 acres of land and 3 acres of meadow in the fields of 
Stoksay, which Coleman de Ludelawe, the Grantor^s Uncle {avun- 
cuius) purchased of Walter de Say. In return Sir John pays the 
Grantor 30«. and releases the suit which he owed to Stoksay Manor- 
Court every three weeks, but his suits twice a year (at Michaelmas 
and Easter) are retained. Witnesses, — Sir Roger Bardolf, Adam, 
Vicar of Stok, then Dean (i. e, Rural-Dean) of Clun, John de Wett- 

a« . 36 . 37 Assizes, 40 Hon. Ill, m. 1 ^ Stovinton probably is the word dc- 

florsOf 15 dorso, 9 recto. faced. 
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hamated^ Constable of Anneton, William de Rowell, Constable of 
BraundoUy Henry de Schavinton, then Bailiff of Stok, Ranulf Fo- 
rester, William de Eccleshall^ Warin Liivell, Peter Pyehard, Yvor 
' de Buton, Luke de Weho, and Nicholas his Brother.^* 

I date this Deed as between 1260 and 1270. The same limits 
may perhaps be assigned to another Deed^ whereby Philip de Lega^ 
Parson of Wistanestowe, quit-claims to John de Verdon a vij^te 
in Wetlinton, which he (Philip) had by gift of Hngh de Say, for- 
merly Lord of that VUL Witnesses, — Sirs R. Bardulf, W. de Hop- 
ton, Gilbert de Bukenhull, Wivian de Rossale, Nicholas de Egedun, 
John de Say, William fitz Hngh, Stephen de Coston, Robert le 
Chein, and others.*^ 

In May 1259 Avice Richard (probably Pichard) has a writ of 
novel disseizin against John de Verdon for tenements in Wlonks- 
low (Longslow), Longford, and Suthstock. 

On February 4, 1260, Ysabel, daughter of Alan Miller, late of 
Haukeford, qnitrclaims to Sir John de fVerdon for 20^. all her right 
in half a yirgate in the ViU and territory of Wetlinton, which had 
belonged to Alan, her Father. Witnesses, — Sir Adam Vicar of 
Stoke, Ranulph de Stoke, Roger Vixi, Richard de Hauekeford, 
Hugh his brother, Adam fitz Edtyt (Q^ Edith) of Wetlington, 
William fitz Adam of Wetlinton, and others.*^ 

About the same time, as 1 suppose, Hugh, son of William de 
Eton, quit-claims to his Lord, Sir John de Verdon, Ss. rent which 
he bought from William fitz Matthew, and which arose from land 
formerly held by Alan MiUer, in Wytlington. For this Sir John 
gave 20*. Witnesses, — Robert de Heysauwe (Helshaw), Henry de 
Savinton, Henry de Pecchesey, William de Eccleshal, William fitz 
Adam of Wetlyngton, Roger Wiksy, and others.*^ 

Also about the same time, as I suppose, William son of William 
the Moneyer (Monetarii), of Ludelowe, and Alice his wife, quit^ 
claim to Sir John de Verdon, for 20*., all their right in half a vir- 
gate in Wetlintone, formerly held by Henry Walsh. Sir John is 
to hold under the Grantors and their heirs, paying one pound of 
cumin for rent. Witnesses, — Stephen de Buterley, Philip de Wiche- 
cote, Radulf de Stoke, Richard de Ecdeshall, Nicholas fitz Elias, 
R(^er Wixi, Hugh de Hauecford, Richard his brother, Lovel the 
Provost.*^ 



® * ^ Charters in possession of Richard 
Corbet, Esq., of Adderlc^. 

The last Deed would seem to make 
John de Verdon Tenant of the virgate in 



question under Haughmond Abbey (vide 
supra, p. 83). 
*^ Charters, ibidem. 



It win presently appear that Alice, in her widowhood. Bought to 
tcoTer this or a eimihir estate from the Tenants then in possession. 

In August 1266, Thomas de Grete has a writ of novel dmetsM 
rtdn«t John de Verdon for a tenement in Stoksay and Bromfield. 
1 51 Henry III (1266-7), Peter, son of Henry le Forester, of 
bokesay, has a similar writ against Hugh litz Kanulf, and others, 
r a tenement in Nenton. At the Assizes of 1372, Alice, Widow 
' William le Monem- of Lndlow, claiming a messuage and half- 
rgate in Wedlington, as her marriage portion, against John le 
orester and Richard Hok, was non-suited.** 

In Easter Term 1289, Walter Fyrun de k Pole, and Margery 
is wife, Impedients, acknowledge by fine their gift of a virgate in 
Tetlynton to Laurence de Ludlow, Plaintiff, to hold to him and his 
;ira under Walter and Margery, and the heirs of Mai^ry, at a 
ne-rent, and by performance of capital services. For this Laurence 
Lve a »ore sparrow-hawk. 

Hauohuoxd Abbey Fee. — The interests of Haughmond Abbey, 
1 Stokesay, Wettleton, and Newton, require some notice beyond 
lat which has already been taken as illustrating the descent of the 
!ouse of Say. Some Tenant of the Says at Newton, styling him- 
ilf " William Lord of Newton," gave to the pittance of the Canons 
: Hai^hmond for 24i», paid, and at a rent of one penny, three and 

half acres in the fields of Newton. Witnesses, — Roger Wixi, 
oger de Dodemoneaton, Luke de Weho, Ranulf de Stoke.** 

Two somewhat later Deeds indicate Newton to be then held by 
adets of the family of Say. — Hugh, son of Hugh de Say, of Neu- 
in, gives to Haughmond one acre of 2 aeiliont in Neuton. Wit- 
isses, — Roger de Sibeton, Luke de Neuton. 

Hugh de Say, of Neuton (probably the same Grantor), gives to 
le Abbey half an acre of land, and one of meadow in the meadow 
rtween Haneford Bridge and the Abbey's Grange. Same wit- 
•sses.** In April 1279 Hugh de Say, of Neuton, gives the Abbot 
\ acres in exchange for 2 acres and 8 Seiiiong in Newton. Wit- 
38868, — Luke de Routon, Hugh Rondolf, Nicholas de Neuton. 

The Abbot also exchanges land with Roger, son of Roger Wixi, of 
euton. Hiia teslilna : Domino A. Vicario de Stake, Lucd de Weho.*'' 

In 1291 the Abbot of Haughmond's income from Stokesay is said 
I be 10«. for the Mill, and 6s. %d. for certain land called CcibU.** 

•^ A»titti, 66 Hen. Ill, m. 7. | Luke do Wchou on a Ludlow Inqutst in 

"■"-« nmrtuJnly, ut aupra. Thr 1299. 

It DchI paoccU hfforvlaT:;- bill 1 (In.l I •> Pope j\VrA. TarnlioH, p. 10.1. 
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; The Valor of 1535-6 gives the Abbot £7. Us. 8d. of assized 

I Rents in Newton juxta Stokesay/^ but this estimate probably in- 

cluded all the Abbot's receipts from Aldon, Culmington, and Sief- 
ton. The Ministers' Accounts of 1541-2 specify the following rents 

r and/cr»?wof the Abbey, viz. Stokesay, I6s, Sd., Weltylton, 5«. 8^^., 

I Newton, 1*., I7s., and Is, 6rf.*® 



r 



STOKESAY CHUBCH. 

No Church is mentioned as existing here at the time of DomeS" 
day, but that which then existed at Aldon was, as I suppose, re- 
moved to Stokesay soon afterwards, the latter becoming the most 
important place in the Parish. When Walter de Lacy endowed 
St. Peter's of Hereford, before Domesday, with two-thirds of the 
tithes of Stoke, tithes of his demesne must be understood. St. 
Peter's of Hereford was in 1101 subjected by Hugh de Lacy to 
Gloucester Abbey. Again, in Henry II's reign, Bromfield Priory 
was subjected to the same Abbey. Hence a small pension, which 
was, I suppose, originally receivable firom Stoke Say Church in 
lieu of the tithes granted to St. Peter's of Hereford, seems to have 
been subsequently payable to Gloucester Abbey, and then by ap- 
pointment of that House to Bromfield Priory. Hugh de Lacy, the 
Founder of Lanthony in Monmouthshire, seems also to have granted 
some tithes at Stokesay to that Abbey, which grant likewise came 
to be represented by a pension. Again, at some period whereof, in 
the middle of the thirteenth century, memory was not, some Lord 
of Stokesay granted part of the demesne tithes of Stokesay to 
Wenlock Priory. This right of the Priory was likewise commuted 
for a pension. 

Hugh de Say's grant of the Church of " St. John of Suthe- 
stokes" to Haughmond Abbey has been already mentioned. It 
certainly passed between the years 1172 and 1181, and probably 
early in the interval. It was tested by Marescot, Master David 
Wal, and Gilbert Deacon of Femlege in the Peak. Hugh de 
Lacy's confirmation seems to have been cotemporary. It speaks of 
the Church as dedicated to St. John the Baptist. It reserves the 
Grantor's right, as Suzerain I suppose. It is tested by Osbert fitz 
Hugh and WiUiam son of William fitz Alan. This grant of Stoke- 
say Church was testified by the cotemporary Bishop of Hereford, 

^ Valor EcclentutUnu, III, 192. | ^ Monasiicon, VI, 113, 114. 

v. 7 
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Robert Poliot I presume/* consecrated Oct. 6, 1174. It was con- 
firmed by his four Successors^ William de Vere^ Giles de Braose, 
Hugh de Mapenore, and Hugh Foliot. Richard, Abbot of Haugh- 
mond^ obtained for it the sanction of Baldwin^ Archbishop of Can- 
terbury, whose deed must have passed in 1186-7, being attested by 
Beyner, Bishop of St. Asaph, Ralph, Abbot of Shrewsbury, Ralph, 
Abbot of Buildwas, and Walter, Abbot of Lilleshull. Lastly it was 
confirmed by Pope Honorius III on Sept. 25, 1223." 

Which of the Bishops of Hereford first granted to Haughmond 
the Appropriation of Stokesay Church I cannot say. Such Appro- 
priation was certainly earlier than 1248 ; for on September 29th 
in that year some disputes between the Prior of Weulock and 
Abbot of Haughmond were settled by a Composition, of which the 
substance was as follows. Certain Tithes were in dispute, viz. two 
garbs (per acre I suppose) on the whole demesne of Suthstok de 
Say, These the Prior had collected from time immemorial ; but 
now the Abbot, having obtained an appropriation of the Church, 
covenants to pay the Prior 24^. per annum in lieu of the said tithes 
and in the name oi 2^ perpettml ferm}^ 

The Haughmond Chartulary supplies an instance of the mode in 
which Impropriate Rectors dealt with the Glebe of their Churches. 
The Abbot demises to Sibil, widow of Roger fitz Walter, for her 
life, half a virgate in Stokesay which belonged to the Church, and 
which Ancharet previously held : the rent to be 4*. 

On April 27, 1290, the Church of Stoke de Say was visited by 
Bishop Swinfield ; Master Richard de Heyton, already mentioned 
more than once, provided hay for the horses of the Bishop^s suit. 
The Lord Abbot of Haughmond found the com.^^ 

In 1292 the Abbot of Haughmond's Church of Stokesay, in the 
Deanery of Ludlow, that is the Rectory thereof, was valued at j£8. 
per annum. The Prior of Wenlock's Portion of £1. 4«., the Prior 
of Bromfield's of 8^. 4rf., the Prior of Lanthony's of 6«. 8rf., were 
over and above the Rectorial value : the Vicarage, or Vicar's por- 
tion, was £4. 6*. 8rf.^* In 1341 the Assessors of the Ninth very 
erroneously quoted the Church-Taxation of Stokesay as 12 merks 
(£8.) instead of £14. 5*. 8rf. They further reduced this false Taxa^ 



* The Chartulary calls this Bishop, 
Hichard. The name waa probably repre- 
seBted by the initial B. in the original 
Charter. 

*" Chartttlary ut eupra. 



** Register of Wenlock, in Lord Fo- 
rester's possession, fo. 34. 
^^ Household Roily pp. 78, f, and dxx xix . 
" Pope Air*. Tcuration, p. 166, 
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tion of £S. to an assessment of £S. on the Parish^ for its Ninth of 
wheat, wool, and Iamb, on these grounds ; — ^because the Glebe, in- 
cluded in the Church-Taxation, was worth five merks per annuniy 
because 6 virgates in the Parish lay untilled, because the hay-tithes 
(value 40^.), small tithes, Oblata, and other profits included in the 
Taxation, could not be regarded as aflfecting the Ninth.^ The 
whole of the last reason for diminution was, we may observe, false. 
These items were not included in the Church-Taxation of £S. which 
the Commissioners adopted. The reason of this fraud perhaps lies 
in the fact that the Abbot of Haughmond himself presided over the 
Inquests which determined the amount of these assessments. 

On April 9, 1458, a second dispute about tithes between the 
Prior of Wenlock and Abbot of Haughmond was settled by me- 
diation of William Burley of Bromcroft. The Prior's pension was 
reduced to 9^., and some arrears (£3. 6*. 8rf.) were paid.^** 

In 1534-5 Roger Williamson's preferment as Vicar of Stokesay 
was valued at £4. 8*. 4d. in tithes. Procurations and Synodals of 
7s, Sd. were chargeable thereon, and the Fee of £2, 13«; 3rf., due 
triennially at the Bishop's Visitation, was equal to a further annual 
charge of 178, 9d,^^ 

The Abbot of Haughmond's return of his Spiritualities in 1535-6 

does not include this Rectory, but why I cannot understand ; for 

Roger WyUeston (the Incumbent who is called " Williamson^' in 

the Valor) had been presented by the Abbot on March 26, 1530. 

Also after his death and on May 8, 1543, Roger Haywarde and 

John Wydder (two of the Grantees of the dissolved Abbey's estates) 

presented to Stoke-Say Church.^^ The Valor of 1535-6, I should 

observe, makes no mention of the pensions anciently chargeable on 

this Church. 

EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

Master Adam, Rector of Stoke, is mentioned as occiuring be- 
tween 1200 and 1216, and again between 1219 and 1234.^® If so, 
we nearly get the date of Appropriation, for — 

Adam, Vicar of Stoke, attests a Charter of Walter de Say above 
quoted, and which probably passed about 1250.^* 

" Inquit. Nonarum, 188, 182, a. 

** Ckartulary ut supra. 

^ Valor Ecclesiasticut, III, 202. 

*' The Ministers* Accounts of 1541-2 
reckon the following item among the As- 
sets of the dissolved Abbey, viz. Newton, 
—Firma Sectoria, £i. 13*. 4rf, This I 



take to be the Ferm of the Bectorial tithes 
of Stokesay {Moncuticon, VI, 114.) 

* Blakeway. 

^ This Vicar had some dispute with 
Haughmond Abbey about land in Stoke 
Say (Chartukry : Tit. Stoke Say). 



Sir Walteb de Astelcye, Ch&ptun, vas instituted to this 
Vicarage, March 17, 1277. 

William de Geonorbabwe, Priest, was instituted May 22, 
1312, on presentatioii of the Abbot and Couveut of Haughmond. 
As William Grenebawe, Perpetual Vicar of Stoke Say, he occurs in 
October 1330. On April 18, 1346, Sir Nicholas de Cardynton is 
appointed Coadjutor to Sir Williaiu, Vicar of Stoke Say. After the 
said William's death and on Aug. 2i, 1350— 

Sib Edmund de Tonelbye, Priest, was instituted at presenta- 
tion of the Abbot and Convent of Haughmond. 

SiK William Lauhprey waa instituted Aug. 22, 1369, on a like 
presentation. 

Sir William de Gbbnebubg occurs as Perpetual Vicar here 
about 1377. 



Corfton, 



From the Manors held by Rc^er de Lacy in capUe at Domesday, 
we pass to those which he held of Earl Roger de Montgomery. Of 
Corfton Domesday says : — " The same Roger holds Cortunc (of the 
Earl), and Herbert holds it of him. Alsi held it (in Saxon times). 
Here are iii hides gcldablc. In demesne are ii ox-teams, and there 
are mi Neat-herds, and iiii Villains, and i Boor, with it Teams, and 
other two Teams there might be. Here is a Haye for taking kids. 
The value of the Manor (in Saxon times) was 16». Now it is worth 
12a. per annum."' 

The Saxon Alsi I identify with jElsi, Saxon Lord of Middlehope, 
and with Elsi, Saxon Lord of Charlcott.* Herbert, Lacy's Domes- 
day Tenant at Corfton, also held Patton, Long-Stanton, and Mid- 
dlehope, under the same Baron. I have intimated an opinion that 
this Herbert was the Ancestor of De Furchis." The following cir- 
cumstances almost prove the fact. We can trace a subsequent 
Tenant-interest of De Furchis in Patton, Corfton, and Middlehope, 
though we lose it in the anomalous case of Long Stanton. But the 
Herefordshire Domesday best settles this question of descent. There 

' Dnme>Hnii. fo. 25(1, b. I ' Siipni, Vol. IV, p, at, mir \. 

* Siipni, Vol I. p. 152, I 
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we find Herbert holding a hide and half in Bodeham ander Roger 
de Lacy ;^ and in 1243 we find that William de Furchis held a hide 
in Bodeham of Lacy's Barony^ Isabella de Furchis then having the 
same in dower.^ When distant Manors thus appear in the same 
name or family after the lapse of a century and half^ we naturaUy 
conclude that the later Lords are descendants of the earlier. The 
Successor^ probably the son, of Herbert seems to have been William 
de Furcis. He has occurred to us as attending a great Synod at 
Castle Holgate about 1115/ and his Grandson^ another W^illiam de 
Furcis, spoke of him as we have seen*^ in 1205 as having in 1135 
been seized of the Manor of Oxenbold. Herbert de Furcis, who 
has occurred to us about 1 160 in connection with Patton,^ I take to 
have been son of William, and Grandson of Herbert. He had ap- 
parently a son William, of whom we hear from 1165 to 1208. In 
the former year Hugh de Lacy, making a return of the Tenants of 
his Barony, enters William de Furcis as holding two knights' -fees of 
old feoffment, whilst a third fee was matter of litigation i}n calump- 
nid) ;^ that is, it was a question whether De Furchis held his lands 
under Lacy by service of two or of three knights^ -fees. In Easter 
Term 1200 we have William de Furcis as a Knight and Juror of a 
Grand Assize, which I have mentioned under Nordley Regis. From 
1204 to 1208 we have seen him disputing the Manor of Oxenbold 
with Robert de Girros ; his claim being as Grandson and heir of 
WiUiam de Furcis who lived in 1135.^^ The Assize- Roll of No- 
vember 1221 proves the previous succession of a third William de 
Furcis, son and heir of the second William. The case was this, — 
Juliana de Corfton (whose son Nicholas was her Attorney) had a 
suit about lands, unspecified, against Adam de Ludelawe and his wife 
Emma.^^ This Emma appears elsewhere on the same Roll as Emma 
fitz Richard, and as seeking by process of law to compel William de 
Purche to appear in warranty of a vii^ate in Corfton, which she 
claimed to hold under him, and whereof she had the Charter of 
William de Furche, his Father. William de Furchis, the expected 
fVarrantor, did not appear, and an attachment issued against him 
for the morrow of St. Hilary at Warwick. The same time and 
place were fixed for the appearance, by her Attorney, of Juliana, 
widow of Roger the Provost, who was suing Emma for the premises. 



* DomesdoAf, fo. 184, a, 1. 
^ Testa de NeviU, p. 64, b. 
« Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 234. 
7-8 Supra, Vol. IV, pp. 21, ^A3. 



' 9 Liber Niger, I, 164. 

»o Supra, Vol. IV, pp. 20-22. 



^ Assizes, 6 Ucn. Ill, m. 3 dorso, and 



() recto. 
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and who therefore was identical with Juliana de Corfton. A mar- 
ginal note on the Roll intimates some objection to Emma fitz Ri- 
chard's suing singly^ for it says that she '' has a husband 'J'^^ Adam 
de Ludelawe of course is meant. On the morrow of St. Hilary^ at 
Warwick, the Plea-Roll gives Susanna, widow of Roger the Provost, 
suing Adam * * * and Emma his wife for ha^^ a virgate in Corfton, 
and the Defendants calling William, son of William de Purchis, to 
warranty?^ The result does not appear. At these same Shrop- 
shire Assizes William de Purchis and IsabeUa his wife duly ap- 
peared in some suit, apparently relating to lands in Herefordshire, 
against Roger Pichard. The latter essoigned himself.^^ 

In or about 1240 we have William de Purchis as holding one 
Knight's-fee in Corfton under Walter de Lacy.^** In January 1243 
he seems to have been dead ; for IsabeUa de Furches, clearly his 
widow, held part of Bodenham (Herefordshire) in dower under Wil- 
liam de Purchis,^^ that is, under her son, I presume, viz. WiUiam de 
Purchis (IV). Cotemporary with William de Purchis (III) was 
Roger de Purchis. He occurs in 1221 and 1226, and was perhaps 
William's brother. 

William de Purchis (IV) appears in November 1248 as being 
called to warrant 4^ acres in Corfton to Hugh de Emewode. This 
he did, but forthwith conveyed the premises by Pine to Petronilla 
de Culmynton, who claimed them. Petronilla was to hold them of 
William de Purchis at a rent of 12rf., and she paid 20«. down. This 
Pine I take to have been a technical mode of transferring a tenancy. 
William de Purchis occurs again in March 1249, under circum- 
stances before noticed.^^ 

In 1250 the Arrentaiion of Porest-land by Geoffirey de Langley 
assessed Isabella de Purcis at 6rf. for half an acre in Crofton}^ 

The Munslow Inquisition of 1255 duly presents William de Fur- 
ches, who was one of the Jury, as holding Corft»n of the heir of 
Walter de Lacy. The Manor was estimated at two hides (instead of 
the three hides of Domesday) and paid 2s. stretward and motfefi. It 
did suit to both County and Hundred.^* Cotemporary mention of 
William de Purchis, as owing ward at Montgomery Castle, was pro- 



'^ Assizes, 6 Hen. Ill, m. 3 dorso, and 
6 recto. 

^ Warwick Atsizes, 6 Hen. Ill, m. 1 
dorso, 

^"^ Salop Assizes, 6 Hen. Ill, m. 5. 

'« Testa de Nevill, pp. 45, 50. 

"* Ibidem, p. 64, b. 



^7 Supra, Vol. IV, p. 5. 

" Rot. Pip. 38 Hen. III. 

^ Eot. Hundred. II, 70. This discre- 
pancy of hidage may be partly accounted 
for. Half a hide in Corfton, not noticed 
in the Hundred Koll, belonged to the 
Church of Diddleburv. 
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bably in respect of the sometime interest of his Ancestors in Pat- 
ton.^ He was stilly as we shall see, Mesne-Lord of Middlehope. 
At the Assizes of January 1256 Sir William de Furcis acted as a 
Juror of Grand Assize, He was also in office as one of the four 
Coroners of Shropshire. In July 1256^ a writ of mart d'anccstre 
for lands in Corfton, Diddlebury, Parva Sutton, and Magna Cam- 
berson, was had against William de Furchis by Nicholas son of John 
de Kentewell. By Charter, dated at Hereford on August 8, 1256, 
King Henry III. granted to his faithful and beloved servant [minis- 
tro) William de Purch, that for the rest of his life he should not be 
put on any Assize, Jury, or Recognition, nor be made Sheriff, Coro- 
ner, Escheator, Verderer, Forester, Agistator, Regarder, or in any 
other way Bailiff to the King, against his will.^^ Yet in 1267 
William de Furchis was one of a jury of twelve which had been 
amerced 40«. for some misdemeanour. In 1259 he had been indi- 
vidually amerced five merks for some non-appearance. This affair 
was probably of some standing, as he had paid half the debt to Philip 
de Pres, Receiver of Robert de Grendon, whose Shrievalty ceased 
in October 1255. In 1267 I find Sir William de Furches attesting 
two instruments whereby Sir Henry de Pembruge affected to secure 
to Roger de Mortimer the Manor of Pembruge,-^ which affair I have 
narrated under Tong. The Feodary of 1284 gives Walter de Coke- 
saye as holding the Vill of Corfton under Peter de Genevill.*^ This 
Walter de Cokesaye I have before mentioned as a Clerk.^ His 
tenure of Corfton was perhaps in trust, for certain it is that Robert 
BumeU, Bishop of Bath and Wells, died in 1292, seized of Corfton 
and holding it of Peter de Genevill's heir. His tenure was by ser- 
vice of one knight's-fee and by doing suit-of-court at Ludlow. The 
Capital messuage and demesne lands of Corfton were valued at 34^. 
per arnmm, a wood there at 6«. ; — the rents of free tenants were 
£4. 14*. llrf., of Customary Tenants 8*. 6rf. l^h^ pleas andj?ergtti- 
sites of the Manor Court were 2s. Total £7. 5«. ^d?^ 

I cannot conclude my account of the head branch of the family 
of De Furcis without observing that its interests in Middlehope and 
Patton, and not only in Corfton, went to the Buruells. In Here- 
fordshire however its estates passed with an heir female to the War- 
wickshire family of Lucy of Charlecote, an ancestor of whom. Sir 
William, had on August 1, 1234, been appointed Steward of Lud- 



» Vide Bupra, Vol. IV, pp. 43, 46. 
M Ftyrett Roll, No. IV, Salop, 
^ lAber Niger de Wigmorc, fo. 96. 



» Kirhy's QueH. 

»• Supra, Vol. I, pp. 336-6. 

» InquitUiont, 21 Edw. I, No. 50. 
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low Castle by Walter de Lacy. About the Christian name of the 
heiress of De Purchis, as weU as that of her Father, Authors differ 
so widely that I am content to leave to a note an investigation which 
belongs properly to the history of another County.^ 

I now return to speak of Roger de Furchis, presumed to have been 
brother of William de Purchis (III). At the Assizes of November 
1221, this Roger occurs as Surety of Howel fitz Adam, whom I 
shall speak of under Lawton. Also at these Assizes Roger de Fur- 
chis withdrew his suit against William fitz Warin for common pas- 
ture in Corfton. His Sureties were Richard fitz Cufi, Gerard the 
Beadle, and Walter fitz Baldwin. In 1226 he was on a great Jury, 
about the Forest of Stiperstones. In 1257 he had been succeeded 
by a son Robert, who on July 29, calling himself Robert son of 
Roger de Furches, had a writ of mort d'ancestre against Thomas de 
Grete and others for a tenement in Diddlebury, and who in August 
of the same year has a writ of novel dUseizin against William de 



^ Compare Dugdale's Warmchahire (Thomas), pp. 602, 508, and Dunctimb*0 Ser€' 
fordshire, II, 34. 

Dugdalo's statemcDts on this subject are so apparently probable in themselves, and 
yet so utterly irreconcilable with the descent of De Furehis as implied in the text, that I 
must needs give both stories, though I freely confess that the result is only a complex 
difficulty. — 

Walter de Hereford, Constable of England, was liring at Michaelmas 1159. He was 
deceased soon afterwards, and was succeeded by his Brother Henry, who was probably 
dead in 1168, certainly so in 1165. 

Between 1160 and 1165 we may safely date a Deed (transcribed by Dugdale, — MS. 
K. p. 22) whereby Hanricus de Hereford, Constable of the King, gives to William de 
Furgis, in fee, 10 librates of land, viz. Kingcstun, for the service of half a knight*s-fee. 
Other conditions follow, not very intelligible in themselves, but implying that if 
this feoffinent should ever be increased to 20 libraies of land, the Feoffee should owe 
the service of a whole Knight' s-fee, and also shewing that William de Furgis claimed 
some other inheritance which in case of his success would make him the lAege of some 
other Lord. The Deed seems to have passed at Brecknock, and was attested by the 
Grantor's wife Isabel. 

So &r a comparison of dates will not prevent our assuming that this William de 
Fui^ was identical with William who succeeded Herbert de Furehis as De Lacy's 
Tenant, between 1160 and 1165. 

Dugdale tells us nothing of any intermediate generations of this family till he comes 
to Amida, daughter and heir of William de Furehis, heir also of William fitz Warin, 
and wife of William, son of William de Lucy of Charlcote. Dugdale derived this in- 
formation firom a Deed which he had seen at Charlcote, and a transcript of which re- 
mains among his MSS. It runs thus : — " William fitz Warin grants to William de 
Luscy, son and heir of William de Luscy, Amicia his (\Villiam fitz Warin' s) heir, and 
daughter and heir of William de Fiu*ches, for liis wife, with all her inlieritance and all 
lands which can accrue to her. He (Fitz Warin) undertakes that when William de 
Lucy, the Father, shall please, he (Fitz Warin) will go, with the counsel of the said 
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Curly for a tenement in Corfton. For these writs Robert de Pur- 
chis is charged 1 merk^ and half a merk^ on the Pipe Rolls of 1257 
and 1258 respectively. The Pipe Roll of 1259 informs us of the 
result in each case; for Robert son of Roger de Furchis stands 
amerced 40rf. for faUe claim, and William de Curly a like sum for 
disseizin. ThisRobertde Furchiswas occasionally styled of Aston^and 
his Father Roger, of Diddlebury. This appears from a deed whereby, 
about 1250-60, " John Hortwall, son of Adam de Hortwall, grants 
to Robert de Firches of Aston, son of Roger de Firches of Diddle- 
bury, a messuage and half-virgate in the vill of Aston, which Her- 
bert de la Hull formerly held of the Grantor ; — this for a sum of 3 
merks now paid. Witnesses, — John de Wigeley, Thomas de Stoke, 
Thomas Clerk of Munslow, John fitz Robert of Munslow, John de 
Aston, Henry de Hernewood, Roger de Hordeslee.''^^ One of the 
sons of Robert de Furchis was Richard de Furchis, against whom, 
in August 1266, Simon de la Hethe has a writ of mort d'ancestre 
for a messuage and half a virgate in Corfton. The case was tried 

William de Lucj, to the lands of AmiciA, viz. ber lands at Corfton and Kingefltun, 
and will give William de Luscy (Junior) and Amice, seizin thereof Witnesses, — Sir 
Heniy de Trasey, Sir Henry de TrubleTil, Sir William de Hodenet, Sir Philip de Fifhyd, 
Master Nicholas de Neuport, Thomas de Neuport, John Walensis, Stephen de Luscy, 
Hugh de Fortes, Walter de Swyneford," and others. The Deed was sealed mrith a 
difference of the well-known arms of the Shropshire Fitz Warins, viz. with arms, — 
Quarterly, per fesse indented, Ghiles and Argent. 

Dugdale {Hittory of Warwickshire^ pp. 602-3) intimates that William de Lucy 
Senior, named in this Deed, was he who died about 1248, that he had a wealthy brother 
Stephen who died in or before 1233. I know from other sources (Testa de Nevill, p. 
71, a), that WiUiam Fitz Warin, Sheriff of Herefordshire from Sept. 18, 1282 to 1284, 
died before 1240. This Deed then passed before 1240, probably before 1233, and 
there is nothing in the names of its other witnesses to contradict such an assumption. 
Possibly also it accounts for the appointment of William de Lucy as Seneschal of 
Walter de Lacy m 1284. 

But then comes the question, — How if the line of De Furchis had ended in a female 
heir before 1240, how is it that we find William de Furchis holding a knight's-fee in 
Xingestun in 1243, under the Earl of Hereford {Testa de Nevill)? How too is it that 
we find still later notices of Corfton, etc., being held by the male line of De Furois, as 
stated in the text ? These are questions which I cannot answer ; for to suppose that 
the above Deed fidsely asserts Amicia's heirship is to tamper with direct evidence. 
Moreover the marriage with this heiress has been a standing tradition in the House of 
Lucy, a tradition supported strongly by the simple hct of these Deeds being in posses- 
sion of the Lucys, and by the further &ct of which Duncumb (YoL II, p. 34) assures 
us, viz. that Bodenham Furches continued in the family till the reign of Elizabeth. 
Duncumb indeed ascribes the marriage of a Lucy with the heiress of De Furchis, to a 
much later period; but then that later marriage does not aocomit for the above Deed of 
the thirteenth century. 

Copy of Charter in possession of Sidney Steadman Smith, Esq., of Bridgnorth. 
V. 8 
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at Shrewsbury^ in August 1267^ Simon de la Heihe ailing that 
his fSEither Herbert had died seized thereof. Richard de Furches, 
as tenant^ called his elder brother Henry to warranty^ he being heir 
of their father Robert, and therefore bound to uphold a Charter by 
which the said Robert had given to his son Richard of Diddlebury 
(the present Defendant) half a virgate in Corfton for his life. Simon 
rejoined that Robert de Furchis did not die seized of the premises, 
since he had given them to Simon himself by a Charter which he 
(Simon) now produced. The cause was adjourned till the full age 
of Henry de Furchis ;^ but I may observe that Simon dela Hethe's 
plea, grounded on a grant to himself, seems inconsistent with the 
plea of heirship necessarily implied by every suit of mort dPanceatre. 
Henry de Furchis occurs somewhat later, in the foUowing series 
of Deeds, from the first of which I infer that his mother, Christiana, 
was an heiress in Aston. — Robert de Aston, with assent of Christiana 
his wife, grants to Henry de Forches that messuage and half- virgate 
in Aston which Henry^s father had held, and which Christiana, 
Henry^s Mother, had granted to him (Robert) in fee. He also 
grants to the same, 4 shillings rent arising from a messuage and half- 
virgate in the town and fields of Corfton, which were held under 
him (Robert) by Richard Russell. Witnesses, — William L^Enfant, 
of Dudelbury, Richard de Pautheloe, of Dudelbury, William in-the- 
Hole, Clerk of Munsloe, John de Wiggeleye in Aston, Thomas de 
Stoke in Aston, William son of William de Corfton, Roger Wal- 
lings of Munslow. 

Henry de Furches occurs on two Corfham Juries in 1299. 
By a deed dated at Diddlebury, and which probably passed in 
September 1306, John son^ of Richard Purcil of Corfton, grants, for 
20 merks, to Henry de Furches of Aston, half a virgate in the field 
of Corfton, with a messuage formerly held by Herbert de la Lythe. 
Witnesses, — Elyas de Sutton, Richard L'Enfant, John de Wiggele, 
Thomas Scrymote of Aston, Giles de Toggeford. 

In March 1308 Henry le Firches grants to his daughter Alice, a 
virgate of his demesne of Corfton, and half a virgate late belonging 
to Joan, daughter of Richard Parcel. Witnesses, — Richard L*En- 
fant, Henry son of Henry de Corfton, John de Wiggele, Roger 
Wallings of Munsloe, Thomas Scrimote of Aston, William son of 
William de Aston, John de Muddele. 

In March 1334 William Stedcmon of Corfton grants to Hugh 

* PlacUOf 61 Hen. Ill, m. 7 dorso. | script, viz. Johannes JUiuM should be 

* I suspect that the words of the tran- I Johanna JUia. 
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de Preston a messuage in the vill of Corfton and 4^ acres in the 
fields of Corfton. Witnesses,— Richard L'Enfant of Dudulbnri, 
William L'Enfant, Roger de Longenorle, Roger Lemmon, John 
L'Enfant.8o 

Some further notices of Corfton refer to other Undertenants in 
the Manor. We have William de Corfton as Eaaoigiwr of William 
de Furchis in October 1205. In January 1256, Alice, Wife of 
Roger le Wayn, and Aldith her sister, as sisters and heirs of Ste- 
phen, son of Osbem le Harpur, sued Ingerich Spigh and Johanna 
de Corfton for 10 acres in Corfton, but the latter were shown not 
to be tenants-in-common [non tenere cammunatim), so the case failed 
for want of form ; but the Plaintiffs were allowed to amend their mode 
of procedure.^^ At the same Assizes Alice fitz Simon withdrew her 
suit of novel disseizin against Roger le Chapelain and others for a 
tenement in Corfton.*^ On May 28, 1256, Roger de Diddlebury has 
a writ of novel disseizin against William Parson of Diddlebury, 
for tenements and lands in Diddlebury, Corfton, and Northon. On 
June 19, 1259, William de Corfton hats a like Writ against Adam le 
Bedel for a tenement in Corfton ; for which Writ the cotemporary 
Pipe-Roll charges him half a merk. In September 1263 William 
son of Henry le Mouner has a Writ of mort d'ancestre against • 
Peter son of Robert le Mouner for a tenement in Crofton. 

The Chapel, sometime existent here, must be taken to have been 
a mere Dependency of the Church of Diddlebury. 



iHttilrlei)ope- 



This place, like Corfton, is now a township in the Parish of Did- 
dlebury, but was at Domesday a Manor in itself. — " Roger de Laci 
holds Mildehope (of the Earl of Shrewsbury), and Herbert holds it 
of him. iElsi held it (in Saxon times). Here is one hide gelda- 
ble. In demesne are ii ox-teams, and (there are) iiii Serfs, ii Vil- 
lains, nil Boors, and i Radman, with ii teams In King Edward's 



^ These Deeds or transcripts are all in 
the possession of Sidnejr Steadman Smith, 



Esq., of Bridgnorth. 

3» • 32 Assizes, 56 Hen. Ill, m. 7 and 5. 
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time the Manor was worth 7«. {per annum) ; afterwards it was worth 
28., now it is worth 20«."^ 

Of Mhi the Saxon^ and of Herbert the presumed Ancestor of De 
Furchis, I have spoken under Corfton. William de Middelhope 
seems to have been the chief Feoffee of De Furchis in this Manor 
very early in the thirteenth century. There was also one William 
de Stanton^' a Tenant of about a third of the Manor^ but who seems 
to have conveyed his share to the said William de Middelhope. At 
the Assizes of October 1203^ William de Middelhope appears as a 
Juror of causes tried by Grand Assize, and as one of the Coroners 
of Shropshire. He was probably a Knight. In Michaelmas Term 
1204, he is named as a Visor who had to investigate the validity of 
an essoign de malo kcti, Warner de Wililey being Essoignee, In 
Michaelmas Term 1205^ he was Attorney for Robert de Girros in 
the Suit noticed under Oxenbold. At the Forest Assizes of March 
1209 he was assessed in two distinct Regards of the Long Forest^ 
being called in one " Lord of Middelhope/' in the other " William 
de Middelhope.^' Between this year and 1215 William Middelhope, 
and Richard^ his son, attest a Charter to Buildwas Abbey^ which I 
shall set forth under Leighton. In or about 1215 we have already 
had an attestation by Richard de Middlehope/ indicating his pre- 
vious succession to his Father William. In November 1221 Richard 
de Middelhope occurs as Surety of Howel fitz Adam. On October 
2, 1224, a King's Writ exonerates him from serving on any Juries, 
etc., in consideration of his office as a Verderer of the Forest.* In 
August 1226 he occurs however on a Great Jury, which had to in- 
vestigate several matters relating to Stiperstones Forest. On Nov. 
2, 1234, he was appointed a Justice to deliver Shrewsbury Gaol ; 
again in October 1237, a Justice to try several civil suits in Shrop- 
shire, and also to deliver the Gaols of Shrewsbury and Brug. On 
July 14, 1241, he was, with three others, once more appointed to try 
a civil suit, and to deliver Shrewsbury Gaol. In January 1246 he 
was Foreman of a Jury which was to investigate the Forest-rights 
of Thomas Corbet of Cans. The latest notices which I have of him 
are in 1248, on an Inquest concerning Wythiford Mill ; — ^in March 
1250, when, in virtue, I suppose, of his Office as Verderer, he is 



> DomeMday^ fo. 266, b, 1. 

3 I think that this William de Stanton 
maj have been identical with a penon of 
the same name who has been mentioned 
under Lutwyche as occumng about 1250. 



If so, he was perhaps also identical with 
the person called William fits Robert of 
Lutwych (vide Vol. IV, pp. 114, 115), 

» Supra, Vol. IV, p. 33. 

« Ct(MU. I, 623. 
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stated to have giyen some information which was used in the Forest 
arrentations of Geoffrey de Langley ; — and in 1251 when he is said 
to have granted to Ludlow Hospital half a virgate in Corfham^ of 
4s. annual value.*^ His wife was Avicia^ daughter of Thomas fitz 
Odo^ and sister of Thomas de Chabbenour^ as I have stated under 
Higley. 

In one of his numerous attestations of Charters, Richard de 
Middelhope is followed hj Roger de Middelhope.^ Their relation- 
ship was perhaps that of Father and Son ; but the eldest son, and 
successor of Richard, was William de Middelhope, whom the 
Munslow Inquest of 1255 registers as then holding Midelhope of 
William de Furcis for a hide of land. WiUiam de Furcis did suit 
for the Manor to both County and Hundred, firom which suits his 
Tenant was therefore exempted. The latter however paid the annual 
sum of 1«., — the Stretward and Motfee chargeable on the Manor.^ 
At the Assizes of January 1256 William de Middelhope makes his 
brother Roger his Attorney in a suit against Master William de 
Ros. 

A Patent of May 20, 1259, appoints certain Justices to inquire 
whether William son of Richard de Middelhope had slain his Bro- 
ther Thomas accidentally or not. A second Patent of July 20, 
1259, relinquishes, as far as the King is concerned, all prosecution 
of William son of Richard de Middelhope, who had slaih his Bro- 
ther Thomas by accident. At the Forest Assizes of February 1262 
one Herbert de Middelhop stands on the list entitled Essonia Mor- 
tis, and one Reginald de Middelhop was amerced 12^. for Vert. 
I cannot say how these persons were related to William de Middel- 
hope. He seems to have died about this time, and was succeeded 
by a son William. To the latter, called " William son of William 
de Middelhope,^' a Patent of March 4, 1264, grants leave to hunt 
throughout the King's Forests in Shropshire. Richard son of 
William de Middelhope, on April 27, 1266, has a Writ of novel 
disseizin concerning a tenement in Middelhope against William de 
Middelhope; that is, I presume, against his elder brother. In 1267 
one Thomas de Middelhope, perhaps another brother of William, 
was Surety for a party suing for lands at Munslow. The same 
Thomas, as Under-Bailiff to Thomas de Grete, Bailiff of Munslow 
Hundred, was charged at the Inquisitions of November 1274 with 

A Mot. Hundred, 11,65. I 7 ^t. Hundred. II, 71. 

•* Supra, Vol. IV, p. 34, note 8. I 
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corrapt practices.^ Thomas de Midelhope too, with Geoffrey his 
brother, haTing been in the service of Hugh Do vile, Constable of 
Brug Castle, were accused of extortionate conduct.^ 

Meanwhile, at the Assizes of 1272, William de Middelhope, 
Iiord of this Manor, sat as a Juror for Munslow Hundred. He 
was sued for a third part of the Manor (saving half a virgate) by 
Robert son of William de Stanton, who alleged that the said Wil- 
liam de Stanton his Father had merely demised the premises, for a 
term of ten years now expired, to William de Middelhope, Great- 
Grandfather of the present Defendant. The Defendant however 
got judgment by producing the Charter whereby William de Stan- 
ton had enfeoffed his Great-Grandfether.^^ This Suit very satis- 
factorily confirms the succession of the four first Lords of Middle- 
hope as deduced from other evidence. 

On the Munslow Inquisition of November 1274 William de 
Midelhop sat as third Juror. A matter personal to himself was re- 
ported. He, as Lord of Midelhope, had agreed with another for 
the purchase of some land. Each party covenanted by a writing 
to pay a penalty of 40 merks to Sir Eoger de Mortimer if he did 
not fulfil his part of the agreement. Afterwards by the advice of mu- 
tual friends, it was determined to cancel the said agreement. How- 
ever, the penal bond was not destroyed, but remained in custody of 
G. Andreu, from whom it was extorted by John de Blechedon and 
Geoflfcey de Venur, two of Mortimer's Bailiffs. The latter forthwith 
distrained William de Middelhope on the ground of this Bond, 
alleging that he had acted contrary to it. They actually got from 
him 22 merks.^^ 

In Michaelmas Term 1278 some Law-proceedings seem to have 
resulted in the following judgment, viz. that William de Middlehope 
held the Manor of Middlehope under William de Furchis." 

On May 12, 1284, Sir William de Middelhope sat second Juror 
on an Inquest about the Woods of Idshale ;^^ and at the Assizes of 
October 1292 he was one of the two Munslow Jurors who selected 
their ten associates. Like Corffcon the seigneural interest of De 
Furcis at Middlehope had at this time passed to Robert Bumell, 
Bishop of Bath and Wells. The Inquest on that Prelate's death 
does not allude to this acquisition; but at the Shrewsbury Assizes 
of 1292 the King sued William de Middelhope for this Manor 



8 • » Itot. Hundred. H, 101, 110. 

"^ AtnzeSf 56 Hen. Ill, memb. 1 dorso. 

» Sot, Uundred. II, 101. 



'^ Abhrev. Placitorum^ p. 195. 
» Inqmsiliom, 12 £dw. I, No. ak 
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under Writ-of-Bight, aU^n^ that William de Middelhope^ the 
Defendant's Father^ had held the same of King Henry III by half 
a Knight's-fee^ and that such service had been already legally re- 
quired from the Defendant and refused. The King now therefore 
sued for the Manor itself^ to hold in demesne. William de Mid- 
delhope left it to a Jury to say whose right was the best : whether 
the King's, — to hold the Manor as he required it, or William's, — 
to hold it by one-third of a knight's*fee under Philip Bumel as 
kinsman of Bishop Bumel. The Jury found for the Defendant,^^ 
and indeed it is difficult to imagine any possible pretext for this 
claim of the Crown. William de Middelhope was himself on a 
Jury which tried certain others of these causes of Q^o Waranto. 

The Inquest on the death of Philip Bumel, taken in May 1295, 
values William de Midelhope's lands in Midelhope at .£8. 0^. 2\d, 
per annum, but states him to have held them of the deceased by 
service of three-fourths of a Knight's-fee.^^ 



#ntt)urp. 



The Domesday account of this Manor must be taken to include 
Walton. The Bishop of Hereford was the Lord Paramount, and it 
was his only Manor in Culvestan Hundred. Domesday says, — " The 
same Bishop held Aneberie in King Edward's time, and now Roger 
de Laci holds it of the Bishop. Here are in hides geldable. 
In demesne there is one ox-team, and there iiii Villains in gross 
{ViUam integrt), and vi Semi- Villains {Dimidii), and a Priest and 
one Cottar [Cozet) with in teams. Here is i Serf. Here one 
Knight holds a hide, and has an ox-team and v Villains. In King 
Edward's time there were in this Manor ix ox-teams, and it was 
worth 40«. annually. Now it is worth 20*." ' 

We hear something further of Onibury at a period very shortly 
after Domesday ; for Roger de Lacy, who was banished in 1195, 
gave the tithes of Aneberie to Shrewsbury Abbey. King Henry 
I's Charter, confirmatory of this and other grants to the Abbey, 

^* PlacUa de Quo WaraiUo, p. 680. i > Dotnesdt^, fo. 252, a, 2. 
» Inqmniions, 22 Edw. I, No. 45, d. I 



itions it in sacti a seqaence as to leave it suppoaable that Boger 
Lacy's offering was on the day of Earl lU^r's buriiil ;' that is, 
'uly 1093 or 1094. Such a mark of deference to the name of 
deceased Suzerain and political Ally will appear more probable 
a certain remarks which I fihall have to offer under Lndlow. 
I return made in 1165-6 of the Knights' -fees held under the 
of Hereford states, that during the whole time of Gilbert 
iot, the late Bishop, that is from Sept. 5, 114S, to March 24, 
3, Hi^h de Lacy had held and performed the service due upon 

knights'.fees, but that then (1165-6) he denied all service on 

of the said fees.' Now passing the question whether Hugh de 
y had been in poaaession for bo long a period as is here de- 
bed, and passing also another assertion of the Bishop, vii. that 
« two fees ought to be of the Bishop's demesne (which I do 
understand), I proceed to say that Lacy's tenure under the See 
lereford continued to be a single knighf s-fee ; and that John 
ain, Custos of the vacant See in 1168, answering for the Scu- 
; then collected, leaves the sum of 1 merk, due on one of Lacy's 
, unpaid, saying that Hugh de Lacy denied the debt.* AVhat- 
■ service was ultimately performed hy Lacy to the See of Here- 
, it is certain that such service was performed wholly or partly 
the Manor of Onibury. From what I have said under Wootton, 
ill be seen that William de Wootton was before 1175 Lacy's 
ler-tenant at Ouibxiry, and that he held both Onibnry and 
Iton for half or three-quarters of a knight's-fee, according as his 
d required a military or a pecuniary aid. The succession of 
Lords of Onibury, from this period downwards, has been giveo 
er Wootton. A few local particulars have still to be added re- 
ling Onibury. The neighbouring Priory and Manor of Brom- 
! were subject to Gloucester Abbey. Hence in June 1243 we 

Henry, Abbot of Gloucester, suing (I think amicably) Robert 
Vodeton as Tenant of 30 acres of land and 10 acres of Bo»c in 
mfeld. By Fine then levied, the Abbot enfcofia Robert in the 
uises, reserving a rent of 3«. For this, Robert paid the Abbot 

merks in money, and conceded to him a right of free-chaee 
free-jighery throughout his (Robert's) lands in Wodeton, Ony- 
, and Walton. 

be Inquest of 1255 says that " Robert de Lascy (aon-in-law of 
ert de Wodeton, I think) holds Walton and Onihuri of the heir 

Idop CSiMtuIwj, No. 35. I * Rot.Pip.\i'Eva.a,Her^i>riMr». 

'Mmr W^tr, T, 160. 1 
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of Walter de Laci," but the Bishop of Hereford's seigneury over 
the said heir is omitted. '' Robert de Lacy did suit to Munslow 
Hundred^ and paid 3s. for stretwardsxxd motfeeyoa on 3 hides/' — the 
Domesday estimate of the Manor.^ Other Inquests couple Robert 
de Lacy's tenure in Honneburi and Waleton with the Manor of 
Stanton Lacy^ and service at Ludlow Castle. They state his interest 
here to consist of 20*. rent.^ 

In February 1256 Robert de Lacy and Amice his Wife (Impe- 
dients) convey by Fine to Walter de Strangeford (PlaintiflF) li 
vii^ates in Waleton, whereof was Plea of Warranty of Charter. 
They acknowledge the premises to be their gift ; — ^to hold to the 
Plaintiff and his heirs, of Robert and Amice, and the heirs of 
Amice, at Is. rent. Walter gave one sore sparrow-hawk. 

In 1284 the Feodary gives Thomas de Grete as holding Oneburi 
and Walton of the Lords of Ludlow for half a knight's-fee, whilst 
the said Lords held under the Bishop and Chapter of Hereford. 
Thomas de Grete, as I have before said, succeeded Robert de Lacy 
as husband of Amice, the heiress of Wootton, Onibury, etc. The 
Fine has been already set forth by which William de Schippeye, 
third husband of the said Amice, concurred with her, and her son 
Roger de Grete, in June 1293, in conveying the Manor and Advow- 
son of Onibury to Philip BumeU.^ Philip Bumell died in the fol- 
lowing year, and the Inquisitions say nothing of his recent acquisi- 
tion of the Manor of Onibury ; but the Advowson of the Church, 
worth 20 merks per annuniy is duly noted as his.® His Widow 
Matilda had the Manor of Onibury and Walton in dower, and so 
held it when the Nomina-Villarum return was made in March 
1316.» 

THE CHURCH. 

The Priest mentioned in Domesday probably betokens the then 
existence of a Church here. Roger de Lacy's grant of the tithes of 
Onibiuy to Shrewsbury Abbey is not inconsistent with that idea ; 
for it may be proved in numberless instances that the Normans 
granted away the whole or parts of their manorial tithes at discre- 
tion, and without reference to parochial necessities. However I 
cannot find that Shrewsbury Abbey eventually realized any such 
right in Onibury. In 1291 the Church-Taxation gives £10. as the 
annual value of the Church of Ouebury in Ludlow Deanery, and 

< • • Sot. Sitndred. U, 70, 69, 80. ' Inquititiofu, 22 £dw. I, No. 45, cL 

7 Supns VoL lY, p. 8. * Parliameniarsf Writs, lY, 398. 

v. 9 
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no pension whatever was then chai^eable on the Church.^^ In 1S41 
the Assessors of the Ninths quoting the Ckurch-Taxation of £10., 
assessed the Parish of Onebury at 50«. only. Thirty virgates in 
the Parish lay untilled^ so heavy were the local burdens on the 
Tenantry. The tilebe-land and Alterages of the Church, worth 
100^., the hay-tithes, worth 10^., the small tithes, offerings, and 
other profits, worth 40*., went to swell the Church'Taxation, but 
could not be taken to imply any such properties as were now to be 
assessed.^^ The Valor of 1534r-5 gives Thomas Slade as Rector of 
Onybury. His preferment was in Glebe £S, 6s. Sd,, in Tithes £7. 2s. 
He paid to the Archdeacon and Commissaries 11*. j^er annum for 
procurations and synodals.^ 



EABLT INCUMBENTS. 

Roger de Lodelowe, Rector of Onebury, has a license to study 
for one year, dated March 27, 1276. 

On May 7, 1349, King Edward III forbids the Bishop of Here- 
ford to admit any Parson to this Church, till it be decided whether 
the Patronage belong to Reginald de Cobham, Knight, and Johanna 
his wife, or to Nicholas BumeU, Knight. Before the Bishop can 
have received this Writ, viz. on May 8, 1349, he instituted — 

Sir Thomas Asselote, Priest, on presentation of Sir Nicholas 
Bumel, Knight. 

William de Strettone occurs as Rector here in 43 Edw. Ill 
(1369-70). 

John Hyde, Clerk, was instituted June 15, 1375, on presenta- 
tion of " Sir Nicholas Bumel, Lord of Holgot." 

Sir John de Onebury (j)erhaps the same person) resigned this 
Living on Feb. 3, 1386, and on Feb. 7 following — 

Henry de Collysmor was instituted at the presentation of Hugh 
BumeU, Lord of Holgot. This Rector is apparently the same as 
Henry Cotesmere, who was presented to Rushbury on July 11, 
1388.^^ And accordingly we find — 

Sir Thomas William de la Lowe, Chaplain, instituted to Oni* 
bury on July 26, 1388, at presentation of Hugh BumeU, Lord of 
Holgate. 



** Pope Nick, TaxatioHy p. 166, b. 
^' Inquis. Nonarwa^ p. 188. 



" Valor Ecclenatticut, III, 2^1. 
» Supra, Vol. IV, p. 105. 
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With this place we may introduce certain Manors in Culvestan 
Hundred which Helgot held of the Norman Earl. Domesday de- 
scribes Bouldon as follows : — " The same Ilelgot holds BoUedone, 
Seuuard and Elmund held it (in Saxon times) for Two Manors, and 
were free. Here are two hides geldable. The arable land is suflfi- 
cient for iii ox-teams. In demesne are ii Teams, and iiii Neat- 
herds. The old value was 8*. [per armura) ; the present value is 
15*. Helgot found the Manor waste.'^^ 

A family which took name from the place was enfeofiFed in Boul- 
don before the year 1135 ; for the Knight's-Pee held by William de 
Bullardon in 1165, under Herbert de Castellis, was of old feoff- 
nieni? 

In September 1199 William de BoUedon was dead. His widow 
Alice, whom I take to have been his second wife, had sued Robert 
de BoUedon for dower in Bolledon and Hologodes Castle, Robert 
de Bolledon was probably son of William by a former wife. A Pine 
was levied between the parties, whereby Alice renounced all her 
claim, and Robert conceded to her a virgate in Bolledon, half of 
which she herself already held, and half of which was held by Rir 
chard de Bolledon, Robertas son. Alice was to hold this virgate 
for life,— of Robert and his heirs at 3«. rent, with remainder to 
Nicholas son of Alice, and his heirs, in fee, but at a rent of ^? 

In November 1201 Robert de Boledon occurs as a Recognizor in 
a trial about land in Wittingslow. At the Assizes of October 1203 
he was amerced 1 merk.* In Trinity Term 1205, before the King 
at Portsmouth, Thomas Malduit (then Baron of Holgate) sued Rot 
bert de Bulardun to compel him to perform the service of one 
knight's-fee for the land he held under the Plaintiff in Bullardun. 
Robert appeared, and, saying that his service was only half a knight's-r 
fee, he put himself on trial by Grand Assize} In Michaelmas Term 



^ Domesday^ fo. 258, b, 2. 
2 Uber Niger, 1, 147. 
^ Pedes Mnmm, 1 John, Salop. 
^ Atiizesy 5 John, m. 6 dorso. The 
Sm^ties for this ameroement were Martin 



de Castello and William Mauduit, as were 
they also Sureties for half a merk in which 
one Bertram de Bulardon was amerced^ 
* Ahhreviatio Pladforwn, p. 48. 
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1205 this Suit, originally a Placitum ServUU, ia called a Phciitan 
audiendi electionem, that is, one Party was suing the other to follow 
the case to its proper issue. In this instance Osbert, the Attorney 
of Robert de Bulardou, esaoigned himself by Simon de Endelebi.* 
After fiirther adjournments and in Easter Term 1206, Robert de 
BuUardon proffered half a merk for license to accord with Thomas 
Manduit concerning the scrWcc of half a knight's-fee, his Sureties 
being William de Furchis (of Corfton) and William de Say.^ Kobert 
de Bnllardon's debt appears in the Pipe Roll of that year as " one 
merk pro licentid concordandi,"^ and the Concord itself happens 
to be preserved. It recites the preliminaries of the case, exactly as 
we shotdd expect ; — William, Tliomas Mauduit's Clerk, being his 
Attorney. Mauduit concedes to the Tenant the whole VUl of Bul- 
lardune in fee and inheritance, to hold of himself (Mauduit) by ser- 
vice of three parts of a knight's-fee, in lieu of all other eerrices. 
For this the Defendant paid 100s. We may say then summsrily, 
that in this instance the service of a fourth part of a knighf s-fee 
was bought and sold for £5. In June 1237 special Justices are 
appointed to try a suit of novel disgeizin, which the Prior of the 
Knight's Hospitallers had against Robert Bullardon and his fellows, 
concerning pasture in Clye (Clee St. Mai^aret}.' The Feodary of 
1240 gives Robert de Bellardedon as holding J fee in Bcllardedon 
of Thomas Mauduit's Barony.'" An Instrument which shows Ro- 
bert de Bouldon to have been Constable of Castle Holgate in 1248 
has been set forth already." In March 1249 he was a Juror in the 
Inquest quoted under Millichope. In 1255 the Munslow Jurors 
presented Robert de Bolledon as holding Sollcdon for ii hides (the 
Domesday measurement) under William Mauduit. lie did suit to 
Munslow Hundred, but paid only 8rf. for strelward and molfee. Why 
he ptud less than two hides were ordinarily liable to pay, the Jurors 
could not tell." In 1256 Robert de Wallcdon (probably Bolledon) 
appears on the list of those who, holding 15 Hbralea of lands and 
being Tenants by knights' -service, were yet not Knights." At 
the Assizes of this year Robert de Buleden having &plea of land 

* Osbert himself ia ekcwhore called " De j Id two cases of the three the lumo is 

Hetlebi," another form of " De Ende- I converted into Buraeton. 

lebi." (Supra, Vol. IV, p. 21.) " Supra, Vol, IV. p. 66. 

'■' rtacila, EBst.Term,7aad 8 John, " Bot. Svndred. 11, 71.— The usual 

m. 1 dorm. Sal. Pip. B John, Salop. rate on tno hide* in Munslow Hundred 

' Compare VoL IV, p. 77. would hsrf been 2t. 

^ Tetla de Nerill, pp. 46, 48, GO.— " DuieitAiUiqiiiliai.p. tiL 
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and convention against John Cunseyl^ names Robert de Munselaue 
(Munslow) as his Attorney.^* In 1259 Robert de Beledon is amerced 
for some non-attendance {quia Tum venit), James de Bolden, Clerk, 
is amerced for trespass, and Robert de BuUindon is amerced 40s, for 
default. In 1262 Robert de Buledon appears as a Regarder of the 
Long Forest. In 1267 one John de Bulledon occurs as surety for one 
of the parties in a Munslow Suit. The Feodary of 1284 gives Hugh 
de Bulledon as holding this Vill of Robert Bumell, Bishop of Bath 
and Wells, for | fee. The Bishop held of the Earl of Cornwall, the 
Earl of the King ; — the ratio of which tenures has been explained 
under Castle Holgate. In January 1293 Hugh de Bolesdon did not 
appear, though summoned, to answer to a Writ of Quo fVaranto, caU- 
ing upon him to do suit to the King's Hundred of Muttalowe (read 
Munslow). Afterwards, on the morrow of Ascension Day, he ap- 
peared at Westminster and acknowledged that he owed the said suit 
and service. It was worth 2*. per annum. The Justices excused him 
all amercement, because it was not he who actually withdrew the 
Suit}^ In May 1295 Hugh de BoUedon was Tenant of one-third 
of a Knight's-fee in BoUedon of the annual value of £4. 6s,, being 
held of the estate of Philip Bumell, deceased,^* 



^per Boston. 



An extraordinary but not unsatisfactory coUection of fragments 
has to be arranged relating to this small Manor. Domesday says 
thus : — " The same Helgot holds Possetorne (of the Earl) . Aluric 
held it (in Saxon times). Here is one virgate of land, geldable. 
The arable land is sufficient for half an ox-team. The Manor was 
and is waste.'' ^ Aluric I observe had been Saxon Lord of the adja- 
cent Manors of Great Sutton and Little Sutton, Manors which 
were in the same parish with Upper Poston, viz. Diddlebury. 

We have already had a notice of Upper Poston, as soon after 
Domesday as the reign of Henry I. It was related under Dudmas- 
ton, how Helgofs son, Herbert, enfeoffed Harlewyne de ButaiUes, 



M Assizer, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 12. 

" PlacUa de Quo Waranio, p. 707. 



» InquisUiofu, 22 Edw. I, No. 46, d. 
1 Dometday, fb. 258, b, 2 . 
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•r of the Dndmastons, in three vii^tes, held by six Under- 
I in Possethorue.- This gift of three virgatea, wlicre Domn- 
»kfl but of one, I cannot explain. Neither do I find that the 
stons maintained their tneme interest in Poeton, but never- 

persons who were tenants of the Dudmastons at Lye-Hall 

ve shall sec, in the thirteenth century a tenant-interest in 
In the latter part of the twelfth century the Meme-Lord 
letom, under the Barons of Hotgate, waa that Robert de 
whom I have already noticed as holding Oxenboldj Burwar- 
)Dg Stanton, and Charlcott, under the same Barona. The 
tor, who in 1195 received the profits of Robert de Girros's 

accounts for 6 shillings as arising from Foseetom.^ It is 
lat the Tenant of Robert de Girros at Poston was a Cadet of 
I family. Of the line of these Cadets I have spoken under 
itanton,* and shall have more to say under Little Sutton. 
le Girros of Stanton, Father and Son, seem to me to have 
pper Poaton under the head of their family for a great part 
thirteenth Century. They, again, had an Undertenant here 
m we have heard more than once before. This was Richard 
lUas Kene, the sod of Richard fitz Fulco and the Father of 
anghters, Susanna, Alice, and Matilda atte Legh. Referring 
ly to what I have said under Dudmaston and Romsley about 
mily,* I repeat that Richard Kene was deceased in 1250, 
r, as I have shown under Greet-Chapel, Richard Kene, pre- 
j his decease, gave half avij^ate in Possethomc in pure alma 
laid Chapel, of which Philip de Thongland was at the time, 
ime 80on afterwards, Incumbent.* Hence the Munslow In- 
in of 1255 states, that " Phibp de Thongland holda Upper 
lome of Roger de Girrhos." The ilanor was in this case 
ed to contain one>twclfth of a hide, that is, only a third part 
gate. It did no suit either to County or Hundred, nor paid 
rd nor motfee? The said mUs had been withdrawn twenty 
»hich probably indicates the period of Richard Kcne's grant, 
35. The loss to the King by this withdrawal was 2a. per 
; the loss by the non-payment of strelward and mot/ee was 

annum. 

a, Vol. Ill, p. 186. Fiithcr uid Son, ranging from 1220 to 

Pip. 7 Ric. I. 1270. 

K, Tol. TV, p. 37. See abo pp. » Vol. Ill, pp. 191, lOS, 198-200. 

•0, 115, IIG, for ktotbI attet- • Sup™, Vol, IV, p. 336. 

r BogCT do Qirror of BUnton, ' Rol. Jtundnd. U, 70. 
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These particulars are quite consistent with the grant in frank 
almoign which we have ascertained from other sources. The whole 
ratio of the Tenure is not given in the Inquisition, but we may pre- 
sume that the heirs of Robert de Girros held Upper Poston over 
Roger de Girros, and under the Lords of Holgate. The ever vary- 
ing estimate of the contents of this Manor it is impossible to ac- 
count for^ but we learn that such inconsistencies are no disproof of 
identity. In 1259 I find Philip de Thongland accounting for a 
heavy amercement, viz. 10 merks tot fake claim and for transffrea- 
sum, but other particulars are not given. In 1267^ as I have pointed 
out under Greet Chapel, Susanna and Alice de la Leye^ two of Ri- 
chard Kene's daughters, failed to dispossess him (Philip de Thong- 
land) of Poston. We have yet one more phase of this matter. At 
the Assizes of September 1272, John de Escot and Susanna his 
wife, with Alice, Susannahs sister^ sued Thomas de Hanleye and 
Juliana his wife for half a virgate in Possetkom MuchwardeJcnoU 
as the right of Susanna and Alice^ who alleged that the Defendants 
had no ingress into the premises save after an act of disseizin by 
which Mabel de la Leygh dispossessed the Father of the female 
Plaintiffs, here called Richard de la Leygh.® It is necessary here 
to explain that Richard de la Leygh is identical with Richard Kene, 
that John de Escot was second husband of Susanna de la Leygh, 
and that Mabel, here mentioned, was the wife (probably the second 
wife) of Richard fitz Fulco, alia^ Richard Kene (I), alias Richard 
Snell (I), and was the Mother or Stepmother of Richard Kene (II), 
alias Richard Snell (II), alias Richard de la Leygh. The present 
suit failed because Thomas de Hanleye and Juliana proved that they 
were not Tenants of the premises, but that one Richard fitz Walter 
was tenant both now and on July 10, 1272, — the day on which the 
Plaintiffs obtained their Writ. The Plaintiffs here withdrew all 
prosecution of their Suit ; — and well they might, for their renewal 
of it in the present instance must have been with a knowledge that 
the Charter which had five years before defeated their Suit of mort 
d'ancestre, disproved the averments of the present suit. 

The Inquisition taken in May 1295, after the death of Philip 
Bumel, shows the continued interest of the Lords of Holgate here, 
though represented only by the receipt of a small rent.* 

Another Inquest taken in February 1301, in obedience to a Writ 
of Ceriiorariy states that Philip Bumel, deceased, had held Posse- 

" AmUcs, 56 Hcxi. 1X1, m. 8 dor*o. '-^ luquufUiomy 22 £d\v. I, No. 45, c. 
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thome in socage under Hoger Bonamy, of Bnig. Gonceline de 
Badlesmere then had the vili in custody till the full age of Philip's 
heir.'*' 

A fine levied Oct. 6, 1303, between Eliaa de Sutton (Plaintiff) 
and Hugh his son (Deforciant), ia merely a settlement of hia estate 
by the former. He acknowledges Hugh's right to two messuages, 
a cantcate of land, and 62 shillings rent in Overe PoBtbom and 
Thonglond. Hugh in turn concedes the premises to Elyas for life 
at a rote-rent, payable to Hugh, and by performance of all capital 
services. — Remainder to Hugh and his heirs, — to hold of ike Lords 
of the fee. 

The Feodary of 1316 gives Roger de la Mar as then Lord of 
Posthorn." 



#reat button. 



Domesday describes this Manor as follows :-^" The same Helgot 
holds Sudtone, and Herbert holds it of him. Aluric held it (in 
Saxon times) and was free. Here are ii hides geldablc. The arable 
land (is sufficiqpt) for v ox-teams. In demesne there are ti (teams), 
and (there are) itii Neat-herds, mi Villains, and i Boor with iti 
teams. Here ia a Mill of 3«. (annual value). In King Edward's 
time the Manor was worth 20s. {per annum). Now it is worth 25a. 
(Helgot) found it waste,'" Between the year of the Dometday- 
Survey (1085) and the returns known as the Liber Niger (1165), 
there were several changes in the Baronies of Helgot and De Lacy. 
No existing Record hints at the ground of these changes, but two 
of them seem to have had some mutual reference. I have said that 
Lacy, the Domesday Lord, and Herbert, the Domesday Tenant of 
Xjong Stanton, lost all their interest there ;^ also I have shown a 
probability that the Lords of Holgate acquired a partial interest 
there.' With Great Sutton a change nearly but not exactly con- 
verse took place. The Lords of Holgate lost the Seigneury, and 
Lacy gained it, not in fee, but as holding over the said Lords j also 

^ InquUiUm; 28 Edw. I, No. 24. I ' Domesday, la. 258, b, 2. 

" PariiaaunUars WriU, IV, 31)8. ! > ■ ^ Supra, Vul. IV, pp. 33, 86, 37 
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Herbert's interest (which should subsequently be represented by De 
Furcis) vanished altogether. Again^ under Tong I have noticed two 
Charters which passed during the usurpation of Stephen^ and also 
at a period when Lacy's Barony was under Escheat ; and these two 
Charters, attested by several well-known Tenants in Lacy's Barony, 
are also attested by Herbert de Castellis, the then Baron of Hol- 
gate.^ At the same period then, I conceive, certain transactions 
were on foot which resulted in the following fact. In 1165 Hugh 
de Lacy (whose honours had previously been restored to his Father) 
returned Herebert de Castellis as holding ii fees of new feoffment in 
his (Lacy's) Barony.* It is further probable, from the context of 
Lacy's Betum, that these two fees were in Shropshire ; and it is cer- 
tain, from later evidences, that Great Sutton, including Wichcott, 
constituted one of them. I think then that the following supposi- 
tion may be ventured, viz. that Long Stanton having been dismem- 
bered during Lacy's forfeiture, and the King (Henry II) being un- 
able to restore it integrally to Lacy, gave or confirmed an estate 
there to the Lords of Holgate, on condition of their relinquishing 
their Seigneury at Great Sutton, and holding the latter Manor by 
service of one Knight's-fee at Ludlow Castle, and that so, Ludlow 
being restored to Lacy, this fee was said to be Lacy's, and to be of 
new feoffment.^ 

In or about 1240 Thomas Mauduit (then Lord of Holgate) is 
said to hold one KnightVFee in Sutton and Wichecot, of Walter 
de Lacy ;^ and in 1255 William Mauduit holds the same as one of 
the Fees pertaining to Ludlow Castle, and therefore held under the 
Heirs of Lacy.® About the year 1257, the King of Almagne hav- 
ing acquired Mauduif s Shropshire estates, whether held in capite 
or otherwise, alienated the whole to the Knights Templars, who are 
consequently said by the Jurors of Stanton Lacy, in November 
1274, to be holding this fee in Sutton and Wychecote.* But in 
1284 Robert Bumel, Bishop of Bath and Wells, though he is said 
to hold the Manor of Castle Holgate under the Earl of CornwaU, 



* Supra, Vol. II, pp. 203-206. 

• Meame'i Liber Niger^ 1, 154. 

' What was the other fee held by Her- 
bert de CastelliB under Hugh de Lacy, it 
is difficult to determine. If it was any 
estate at Long-Stanton, the sernoe due 
thereon was probably made afterwards 
returnable at Montgomery Castle, which 
was in the Crown, and which reoetred 

V. 



services from other Manors of Lacy's Fief. 
I cannot conjecture how Lacy's Manors 
became thus chargeable at Montgomery, 
but it is easy to oonoeiTe that Lacy's 
Seigneury might easily become effaced in 
any Manor so chargeable. 

7 Tetta de NevUl, pp. 45, 48, 50. 

" Bot. Hundred. II, 69, 80. 

> Ibidem, p. 107. . 
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holds the vilt of Sotton under Theobald de Verdon (Lacy'i Coheir), 
and that sine medio. This was however only half the Manor, and 
was held by only half a knight' a-fee ; for Wichcot (the other half- 
fee) is said to be held by Robert Broni, of the aame Theobald. 

HowcTer Robert Bumell was, ere this, Mesne-Lord of Wichcot, 
as I shall presently show. Therefore the Inquisition taken Dec. 10, 
1292, after his death, says that he had held the Vills of Magna 
Sutton and Whichecote of Sir Theobald de Verdon by serrice of 
one Enight's-fee, and by doing ntii to the Court of Ludlow. The 
extent or annual value of the whole was as follows : — A capita) mes- 
suage and garden, 4<«. Two Carucates of demesne, worth £i. Eight 
acres of meadow, worth 12». A Water-Mill, worth £\ . 7»- Rents 
<«f free Tenants, £-i. 14«. Ud. ; of Customary Tenants, £\.2». Id. 
Labour-dues from Customary Temiuts, worth 6s. 9j(J. Pleas and 
perquisites of Court, is}" Robert Brun, be it observed (the second 
of the Jurors on tiiis Inquest), was identical with Robert Brom 
above mentioned, and was doubtless Bumell's Tenant at Wichcott, 
and the chief of the Free-Tenants mentioned as paying the rents of 
jE4. 14a. Urf. In March 1317 the Inquest after Theobald de Ver- 
dou's death gives Sutton and Wychcote as if they were two Tenures, 
one held by Robert Broun, and one by John de Hanlou, Lord of 
Holgate, but as if held jointly by service of one knight's-fee, and 
valued aggregately at £i. per annum.^' The midoubtcd fact is that 
Hanlou held the whole tinder Verdon, and Broun the half under 
Hanlou. This Robert Broim, I should observe, was Verdon's im- 
mediate Tenant at Over Hayton. 

The earliest Undebtenasts in this Manor, of whom I find men- 
tion, were Robert de Benthall and Robert his son, of whom I have 
given account under Benthall. They held Wiclicott, apparently 
under the Lords of Holgate, but the Sub-Tenant of Wiclicott, under 
Robert de Benthall, Senior, was (as I have said) Martin dc Castello, 
a person of some importance, and probably related to the Lords of 
Caatle Holgate. We have had this Martin de Castello attesting a 
Charter of William de Vere, Bishop of Hereford, in or soon after 
the year 1190." In 1203 he occurs with William Mauduit (brother 
of the then Lord of Holgate) as Surety for Robert de Bouldon, a 
Tenant in that Honour. At these same Assizes he appears as a 
Juror of causes tried by Grand Assize, and therefore aa a Knight. 
It was, I suppose, in Michaelmas Terra 1204, that Robert de Beii- 

" InqvitUiont, 21 Edw. I, No. 60, I " 3uj.r«, Vol. 1, p. 2WI. 
#, lOEdw. II, No, 71. I 
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thall, Seaior^ being dead^ his Widow Emma was suing Martin de 
Castello for her dower in Wichcott. The Plea Roll (apparently of 
that Term) gives a day {in three weeks of Hilary) to the parties, and 
orders Emma to have her Warrantor with her in Court, as Martin 
would not answer her without.** An Essoiffn-Roll of the same 
Term ealls the Defendant Martin fitz Robert, and names the Es- 
soignor in the present instance, viz. Henry son of Henry Sidenude. 
The Plaintiff was to have a Writ to the Sheriff, ordering him to 
compel the appearance of Robert, son of Robert (de Benthall), who 
ought to be her Warrantor, but who was now in ward to the Prior 
of Wenlock (as Seignoral Lord of Benthall).^* The Fine which 
eventually settled this matter passed in London, in one month of 
Easter 1205. It purports to be between Emma, widow of Robert 
de Benthall (Plaintiff) and Martin de Castellis (Tenant) concerning 
Emma^s dower in the firee tenement of her late husband in Wiche- 
cote, which dower Robert, son and heir of her said husband, had 
warranted to her. The said Robert (Junior) now acknowledged the 
land to be the right of Martin, — ^to hold to Martin and his heirs by 
the free service of 2 merks per annum ; so however as that Martin, 
by concession of the same Robert, should pay the said rent to Emma 
for her life in the name of dower. For this, Martin gave to Emma 
4 merks of silver. 

The cotemporary Assize-Roll enters the last gift as a debt pro fine 
facto, to be paid by instalments, viz. 2 merks on June 24, 1 merk 
on Sept. 29, and 1 merk on Dec. 25 ; and in pledge of such pay- 
ments Martin placed his fee of Wichecot.^* 

All I have iurther to say of Martin de Castello is that, having 
served as one of the Coroners of the County, he was deceased before 
the Assizes of November 1221. 

At the Assizes of 1256 John son of Alexander de Duddebir (Did- 
dlebury) failed to prosecute his assize of novel disseizin against John 
Bacun for a Tenement in Magna Sutton.^^ In May 1271 Geoffrey 
de Whycecote has two Writs of novel disseizin, one against Philip 
de Whycecote and others, the other against William de Whyce- 
cote and Agnes his wife, concerning tenements in Whycecote. In 
Easter Term, 1283, John Bumel and Margery his wife, and John 
de Cantred and Alice his wife (Deforciants), quit-claim for themselves 
and the heirs of Mai^ry and Alice, to Robert Bumell, Bishop of 



13 - *^ Plcunta et JSstotUa incerti tern- 
parUy No. 75, m. 13, No. 66, m. 1. . 
^ Placita incerti temparis, Ho. 6,. m. 



9 dorso. 

^* Atiizei, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 3 dorso. 
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Bath and Wells^ two-thirds of two messuages^ 2d, rent^ and half a 
knightVfee in Whychecote. The Bishop gave 100». for this.^^ At 
the Assizes of 1292, Robert Broun (of Wichcote) was on the Jury 
for Munslow Hundred. A survey of the Bumel Estates taken by 
Royal Order in February 1301, shows us how a fnesne-temire may 
have existed for nearly a oentury without being onoe mentioned in 
any public document. The Lords of Benthall were still Mesne-Lords 
of Wichecote; — that is, Wichecote, an estate of Philip Bumel, de- 
ceased, worth £1 . 6$. Sd. per annum, had been held by him in soct^/e 
of the Lords of Benthale, and was now in custody of Gunceline de 
Badlesmere, with other Bumel estates. The same Survey gives a 
Tenement in Benthall itself lately held by Philip Bumell under John 
de Benthall (then Lord of Benthall), and worth 13«. 4\d. per 
annum.^^ This Tenure I have already described fully .^* By Fine 
levied in November 1305, Geofirey fitz Philip of Magna Sutton 
and Agnes his wife (Deforciants) quU-claim for themselves and 
the heirs of Agnes, one messuage, 38 acres of arable land, and 5 
acres of meadow in Magna Sutton and Corvedale, to Robert de 
Eton (Plaintiff), who gives them £20. 
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This place, though now only a township in the Parish of Ludford, 
is spoken of in Domesday as a distinct Manor. — " The same Helgot 
holds Scevinton (of the Earl). Reucnsuard held it (in Saxon times) 



>7 Ped€9 Bmum, 11 Edw. I, Salop.— 
Thifl Fine indicates, I think, the mode 
in which Benthall andWichcott descended. 
The male line of the older Benthalls, re- 
presented by Philip de Benthall, in 1274, 
seems to have £Euled before 1288, and three 
Coheiresses, probably daughters of Philip, 
to have succeeded. Two of these pre- 
sumed Coheiresses are named in the above 
fine, the third I take to have been Cecily, 
wife of Nicholas Collyng (mentioned Vol. 
Ill, p. 277). Margery, wife of John Bur- 
nell, was probably the eldest Coheiress. 
Her husband became the reputed Lord of 
Bentliall, and ip process of time was called 
De BenthaU. 



» InquUitioiu, 28 Edw. I, No. 24.— 
The subinfoudations of this period were so 
complex as almost to defy explanation. The 
same individual is oflen found to have had 
a twofold interest int he same estate, that 
is, his name occurs twice over in the scale 
of tenures. Thus it was, I suppose, with 
Wiehcott on Philip Bumel's death in 
1291.— Robert Broun held it of Philip 
Bumel, Philip Bumel of John Bumel, 
John Bumel of the Lord of Holgate (». e. 
oi Philip Bumel his own Subtenant), the 
Lord of Holgate of Theobald de Verdon, 
and Theobald de Verdon of the King in 
capite. 

» Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 277. 
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and was a Free Man. Here is one hide geldable. The (arable) 
land is (sufficient) for iiii ox-teams. In demesne there are ii (such 
teams), and there are mi male, and ii female Serfs, and iii Villains, 
with II teams. In King Edward^s time the Manor was worth lis. 
[per anrmm). Now it is worth 15*/'^ 

A family named Christian was perhaps, in the twelfth century, en- 
feoffed here by the Lords of Holgate. Robert Christian who attests 
Ralph de Baskervill^s grant to Shrewsbury Abbey, may have been of 
Steventon.* More certainly Henry Christian was, who has occurred 
to us in 1194 as a Knight of the County.^ In September 1199 this 
Henry Christian, then called Senior, appears in connection with Ste- 
venton. His son, another Henry, had sued Richard le Veil and Alice 
his wife for half a virgate in Stevinton, under Writ ofmort fPancesire, 
He now renounced all his right, to them and their heirs, by consent 
and will of his Father being present. For this his Father gave him 
another half virgate in the same viU, viz. that which Walter fitz 
Estmar held, to hold by service of lib. of Cumin (in lieu of all, except 
forinsec, services) , and payable to Henry Senior and his heirs. At the 
Assizes of 1203 one Henry de Stiventon occurs as the Essoignor oi 
Simon Falconer, and perhaps was identical with Henry Christian, Se- 
nior or Junior. We shall hear no more at present of this family under 
either name. The Steventons whom I have noticed as resident near 
Shiffnal in the thirteenth century were perhaps of the same stock.^ 

In the same century the Barons of Holgate had two distinct 
Feoffees at Steventon. This is shown by the Inquisition of 1255, 
which says, that Nicholas fitz Andrew and William de Aldenham 
hold one hide of land, Stivinton, of the Barony of William Mauduit. 
These Tenants did Suit to the greater and lesser Hundred-Courts 
but paid neither stretward nor motfee. As to Stdt of the County, 
William Mauduit discharged that, both for Castle Holgate and for 
these Tenants, inasmuch as they held of his demesne of Castle Hol- 
gate.^ There was therefore no knight^s-service retained on Steven- 
ton. William de Aldenham here mentioned, was the same per- 
son as he whom I have before noticed as holding Aldenham under 
Baskerville of Fickthom. He seems to have underlet his share of 
Steventon. I have already given some particulars of a case where a 
second William de Aldenham, in 1267, warranted a noke in Steven- 
ton to Adam fitz David, and, his title to do so proving unsound, was 



* Dontesdayy fo. 258, b, 2. 
' Supra, Vol. I, p. 232. 
» Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 87. 



* Supra, Vol. II, pp. 329, 330. 
^ Rot Hundred. II, 70. 
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forced to provide an equivalent for his Feoffee.' The soooesBfiil 
Plaintiff in this case was Wyard de Stevinton^ who recovered as son 
and heir of Roger fitz Aldith of Stevinton^ a former Tenant. The 
Pipe-Boll of the same year gives Adam fitz David as amerced half 
a merk for unjust detention, but this must have been some other 
affair. In 1270 I find William, son of William de Aldenham^ tak- 
ing out a writ of novel disseizin i^ainst Thomas de Krete (probably 
Grete) and others, for a tenement in Styvynton. Also in Easter 
Term 1270, diverse mattersb etween Wyard de Styvinton (Plaintiff), 
and Adam fitz David (tenant), of a messuage and a noke (less 1^ acres) 
in Styvinton, were settled by Fine. Adam acknowledged the right 
of Wyard who, by his Attorney (William son of Roger le Moneor), 
conceded this messuage and noke to Adam and his heirs, — to hold 
by payment of 27^. rent to Wyard, and by discharge of all capital 
services. It appears that Adam fitz David had previous to tins Fiue 
demised certain rents in Steventon, amounting to 149. 5^., to Wyard 
and his heirs. This transfer he allows in the present Fine, reserv- 
ing a rent of one clove to himself. 

About this time a Family sumamed Aylrich or Eyldrich was of 
some importance in the Borough of Ludlow, and in 1284 we find 
Nicholas Eyldrich as one of the Coparceners in Steventon.^ How 
he acquired it I cannot say, but the two Coparceners held it for one- 
fourth of a Knight's-fee of the Heir of John fitz Alan, which heir 
held under the Bishop of Bath and Wells, who held of the Earl of 
Cornwall. Thus the Seigneury of the Lords of Holgatc remained ; 
but since the year 1255 a mesne interest of Fitz Alan had been esta- 
blished here. Something of the same kind happened at The Heath, 
where John Fitz Alan (II) obtained a mesne interest under the Lords 
of Holgate between 1255 and 1263.^ 

I now return to Nicholas Fitz Andrew, who in 1255 was the 
other Coparcener in this Manor. His Father, Andrew fitz Milo, 
was, I conceive, a wealthy Burgess of Ludlow early in the thirteenth 
century. At the Assizes of 1203, Andrew fitz Milo was amerced 
20s, for breach of some Assize, and tlie Pipe-Boll of 1204 informs 
us that it was the Assize of Cloth [assiza pannorum), a manu- 
facture then confined to Borough Towns. This Andrew fitz Milo, 
as well as his son Nicholas, being enfeofied in Stoke Say Mill, 
granted \0s. issuing therefirom to Haughmond Abbey, as I have 

« VoL I, p. 80, 81. I Castle, of the Lords thereot 

" Kirby'9 Quest. In 1306 one Roger I » Supra, Vol. IV, pp. 16, 17. 
Eilrich was holdiDg i fee at liichard't | 
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before shown. I also find Nicholas fitz Andrew^ with Geofirey and 
James his Brothers^ attesting a grant to the same Abbey^ which I 
shall give under Upper Ashford. In the Ludlow Inquisition of 1255 
we find Nicholas fitz Andrew as Tenant of a Shop in Ludlow, for 
which he paid 1 lb. of Cumin as rent to the Lords of the VilL At 
the same time Greofirey Andreu was Foreman of the Ludlow Jury, 
and Nicholas fitz Andrew of Ludlow was on the Jiuy for Munslow 
Hundred, and was William Mauduit's Tenant at Clee St. Mai^aret* 
as well as in half Steventon. It was his tenure at Clee St. Mai^a- 
ret which in 1256 brought Nicholas fitz Andrew into collision with 
the Lord of The Heath.^^ I have already alluded, under Stokesay, 
to one matter in which Nicholas fitz Andrew was at this time con- 
cerned, and to another which involved some minor interest in Ste- 
venton.^^ In 1259 Nicholas Andrew was on the Inquisition, after 
the death of William de Stutevill. In 1266 he was himself dead ; 
for early in that year Sibil and Joanna his daughters were suing 
John his son for disseizing them of a tenement in Steventon.^^ These 
Plaintiffs fined half a merk in August to have a second Writ ap- 
pending a different Justiciar to try this matter.^^ 

An entry on the Assize-Roll of 1267 exhibits Dulce and Cecily, 
daughters of Thomas le Waleys, recovering a messuage and half- 
virgate in Stevinton firom several Undertenants, viz. WilUam le 
Pescur, Geoffrey fitz Andrew, John fitz Nicholas, GeoflSrey atte 
Walle, and Nicholas fitz Herbert. The four first had called John 
Andreu to warranty. John Andrew pleaded in vain that Thomas 
le Waleys had only died seized of 28, rent in Stevinton, while 
Nicholas fitz Herbert in vain asserted that the said Thomas had 
enfeoffed his Father Herbert. The consequent losses of his Under- 
tenants were ordered to be made good by John Andrew." How- 
ever, a later entry gives Dulcia la Walesche and Cecilia her Sister 
quitting all claim in the premises to John Andreu and Nicholas 
fitz Herbert.^^ The consideration does not appear. 

The Successor of John Andrew, both at Clee St. Margaret and in 
his moiety of Steventon, was Master William Andrew, a Clerk, and 
perhaps John^s son. The Feodary of 1284 calls him William Ondreu, 
and states his tenure at Steventon as coordinate with that of Nicho- 
las Eyldrich. All that I have further to say of Master William 
Andrew has been said imder Clee St. Margaret." 

« • 1* Supra, Vol. IV, pp. 77, 16. I III, dorao. 

" Supra, p. 38. " ' " -4«mc#, 51 Hen. Ill, m. 4 and 8. 

»> • " Finea II, 443. Bot. Pat. 50 Hen. »• Vol. IV, p. 78. 



I 



72 



THE SHEET. 



In Easter Term 1300, Rc^er de Bromfeld and Matilda his wife, 
for themselves and the heirs of Matilda, quii'Claim 12 acres in Ste- 
vynton juxta Ludlow, to Richard le Orfeure of Ludlow, Plaintiff, 
who gives six merks.^^ 



Cfie &^ttt 



This is another member of the Parish of Ludford, but was a 
Domesday Manor, — the only one in Culvestan Hundred which 
Ralph de Mortimer held in capite. — "The same Radulf holds 
Setha, and Ingebann holds it of him. Leuenot held it (in Saxon 
times), together with one Berewick. Here are ii hides geldable. 
The (arable) land is (suflScient) for iiii ox-teams. In demesne are 
II Teams, and (there are) iiii Neat-herds and ii Villains with half 
a team. In King Edward's time the Manor was worth 5*. [per 
armum) ; afterwards it was worth 2*. ; now it is worth 10*.*'^ 

Not attempting to guess where the Berewick anciently attached 
to Sheet can have been, I proceed to show with regard to Sheet 
itself that the usual rule holds good, viz. that whatever was held 
imder Mortimer by Ingelrann at Doniesday, is found afterwards to 
be held by Le Savage or some of his Coheirs under the same 
Baron's Descendants. William de Bosco, who has occurred to us 
in 1221,^ was, I think, one of Le Savage's Coheirs, and also Lord 
of Sheet and Letton, — both Ingelrann's Manors at Domesday. 
However in 1240 the two manors of Sete and Letton are said to be 
held under Ralph de Mortimer (II) by Philip de Mortimer, and for 
one knight's-fee.* I think Philip de Mortimer must have been 
Feoffee in trust, or as having wardship of the heir. In 1255 Ri- 
chard de Boys (or Bosco) held the Vill of Sete of Roger de Morti- 
mer. It contained ii hides of land, did suit to Munslow Hundred, 
and paid 2s. annually for Stretward and Motfee.^ In 1256 we have 
had other instances of Richard de Bosco's concern in estates which 
were once of the Fief of Savage.* 



>7 Pedes Ttnium, 28 Edw. I, Salop, 

^ Domesday f fo. 260, a, 2. 

' Supra^ VoL III, p. 51, note 10. 

' Testa de Nevill, p. 45. For an at- 



testation bj Philip de Mortimer see Yol. 
Ill, p. 62, note 12. 

* Rot. Hnndred. IT, 70. 

* Vol. III. p. 64. 
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On the death of Edmund de Mortimer in 1804 Adam de la Sete 
was his Tenant of a Kuight's-fee in Sete.^ 

Of Undsrtenants in this Manor I can only name several who 
were involved in litigation at the Assizes of 1256. Colemann de 
Ludlow (who has occurred under Stokesay as Coleman le Blund or 
le Whyte^) claimed as heir of his deceased Uncle, another Colemann 
de Ludlow, the following, viz. a messuage and 44 acres in Sete, half 
a virgate in Wetlington, a messuage and 2 acres in Stokes (Stoke- 
say). The Tenants whom he sued were Juliana, his Uncle's widow, 
Adam de Stok, William Coterel, Simon Holegod, Henry Milde 
(prohably MUe), Herbert de Ledwych, Alicia Meyle, Isolda laNune, 
the Master of St. John's Hospital at Ludlow, Adam fitz David, and 
Roger brother of Stephen le Walsse. One of these Tenants, the 
Widow Juliana, showed that the PlaintijBf ought to be her Warrantor 
for her dower, viz. as heir of her deceased husband; Alicia Meyle 
said that Colemann de Ludlow Senior did not die seized of the 
premises, but had a son, a third Colemann, to whom he gave them, 
and that the latter conceded them to herself and all the other 
Tenants. The Jury found that Colemann, Senior, died seized, and 
that his Nephew was his heir. So all the Tenants were non-suited 
and in misericordid, except Juliana, who was dismissed sine die? Li 
another cause at the same Assizes, Juliana de Sete (probably the 
same widow), and Nicholas de Haselour with Christiana his wife, 
sued Colemann de Ludlow for disseizing Juliana of a ninth part of 
a messuage, and for disseizing Nicholas and Christiana of a whole 
messuage in Sete. The Plaintiffs got judgment.^ Some later law- 
proceedings which concerned many of the. parties above mentioned, 
included lands in Stokesay, Whettlinton, Steventon, and Sheet, and 
have been given under Stokesay. Henry Mile, who sat on a Lud- 
low Jury in 1284, was probably of Sheet. 



J^untinston. 



This place, now a township in the Parish of Ashford Carbonel, 



< InqveiMfmi^ 82 Edw. I, No. 63, b. i « *> JbuigM^ 4D Hen. Ill, m. 6, and 14 
' Supra, p. 38. | dorso. 

v. 11 



74 HUNTINGTON. 

was at Dfmesday a Manor held by Ralph de Mortimer of the Earl 
of Shrewsbury. — ^' The same Badulf holds Hantenetane^ and Turstin 
holds it of him. Ludi held it in Saxon times. Here is a hide and 
half geldable. In demesne are ii ox-teams^ and there are iiii Serfs,^ 
II Villains, ii Boors^ and i Radman with one team ; and there might 
be another team here. Here is a Mill of (that is^ paying a rent of) 
400 Eels. The old value of the Manor was lOs. {per annum) ; after- 
wards it was worth 6s. Now it is worth 10*.'*^ 

Turstin^ Mortimer's Tenant at Huntington and elsewhere^ was, I 
think, identical with the person called Turstin de Wigmore in other 
passages of Domesday. We have seen under Cleobury Mortimer 
that Turstin de Wigmore was originally Earl William fitz Osbem's 
Feoffee in that Manor, but that when it came to form a part of the 
Barony of Mortimer, Turstin was removed. Probably Mortimer 
gave him Huntington, Lingen, and Shirley^ instead ; for of these 
three Manors Turstin was Mortimer's Tenant in 1086. It is pro- 
bable also that Turstin held something (undeclared in Domesday) in 
the Chatettany of Wigmore, whence he took his distinctive name. 
But these are not all the antecedents of Turstin de Wigmore. In 
the reign of Edward the Confessor, and while Earl Gk)dwin and his 
son Harold were in exile, there was one Osbem, probably a Norman^ 
holding the two Herefordshire Manors of Burghill and Hope of the 
King. This Osbem was Unde {avunculus) of Alured de Merle- 
berge^ which Alured was also Lord of a large Manor in Hereford- 
shire during the Confessor's reign. On the ascendency of the Nor- 
mans being established in Herefordshire, Alured de Merlebei^ was 
greatly enfeoffed by Earl William fitz Osbem, who gave him a 
number of estates which had been Earl Harold's. On the forfeiture 
of the Earls of Hereford, King William allowed all William fitz 
Osbem^s grants to Alured de Merleberge. From this and other 
favours Alured de Merleberge figures in Domesday as one of the 
greater Tenants in capite of Herefordshire and Wiltshire, and also 
as holding Manors in Surrey, Hampshire, and Somersetshire. His 
Tenant for some land in Ewias, for the Manors of Stratford in 
Herefordshire, and part of Chenete in Wiltshire, was Turstin, and 
Domesday gives us further particulars of the relations of Lord and 
Vassal. Turstin de Wigmore had married Agnes the daughter of 
Alured de Merleberge^ which Agnes is said herself to be holding 
Cuure (Cowame Magna), and a large Manor, unnamed, in Tornelaus 



^ Tliifl word is underlined, and BovarH 
(Neat-herds) written over in correction. 
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Hundred, at the time of Domesday^ and under her Father.' When 
I add to all this that Turstin held Stanford under Roger de Laci^ 
eight carucates in the Chatellany of Carleon under William de 
ScohieSy and Merchelai under Turstin fitz Bolf,^ it is plain that 
Turstin de Wigmore was a man of great connections and wealth at 
the time of Domesday, even supposing that one or two of these 
entries relate to another person. 

Now this Turstin de Wigmore is said by Oenealogists to have 
been Ancestor of the great Herefordshire fEimily of Lingen ; an as- 
sertion which is backed by one main consideration, viz. that the 
Lingens are found in the thirteenth century to be holding under 
Mortimer precisely the same Manors which Turstin de Wigmore 
held under Mortimer in the eleventh. I do not indeed find the 
Lingens succeeding to the estates which Turstin held under others 
than Mortimer at Domesday, but I find them asserting claims to 
very great estates which they never recovered. Of this however 
hereafter. 

The Genealogists, I should observe, who derive the Lingens fix>m 
Turstin de Wigmore, have further identified the latter with Turstin 
the Flandrian. This, if not an error, would go far to annihilate the 
descent of the Lingens assumed above, for Turstin Flandrensis 
suffered esdle and total forfeiture,^ and consequently transmitted 
nothing to any English descendants. If however this forfeiture 
were anterior to Domesday, and I think it was,^ then the identity of 
Turstin Flandrensis and Turstin de Wigmore is impossible. 

For nearly a century after Domesday I hear nothing of the Lin- 
gens or any other descendants of Turstin de Wigmore. Previous to 
the year 1182 one Ralph de Lingein had been put in chaise in Dor# 
setshire for a Fine of 100 merks due to the Crown. It was that he 
(Ralph) might recover his share in ten knights' -fees against Robert 



* Dtmetda^, fo. 186. 

* EUewhero called Turdin JUz RoUOy 
or Tvvrstin fttz Bou le Blanc, He bore 
Duke William's Oonfanon at the Battle 
of Hastings, and appears as a Domesday 
Landholder in sereral Gonnties besides 
Herefordshire. — 

Mr. Blakeway mentions him as the re- 
puted Ancestor of the family of SoUars ; 
but on what authority I know not. 

^ Monasticon, I, 594. 

* Turstin the Flandrian was Lord of 



Duntune (now Downton Castle) by gift 
of Earl William Fitz Osbem. At Domcr- 
day Oidelard held it under Balph de 
Mortimer, which looks as if Turstin's for- 
feiture was before Domesday. It is true 
that Turstin the Flandrian attests a Char- 
ter at Salisbury in Januaiy 1108, in pre- 
sence of Henry I, and in behalf of Philip 
de Braose {Monasticon^ YII, 1083) ; but 
it does not follow from this attestation 
that the said Turstin was not an Alien at 
the time. 
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de Maisi. In 1182 this charge is transferred to the Herefordshire 
Pipe-Boll^ obviously because Ralph de Lingein was resident in that 
County. I find the fiill sum of 100 merks chained against Ralph 
de Lingein on the Herefordshire Pipe-Rolls of the next seven years, 
its non-payment being explained by a note to the efiect that he had 
never been able to get to trial in the matter of his daim.^ Mean- 
time the Shropshire Pipe-Roll of 1188 gives Ralph de Lingein as 
amerced half a merk at the recent Assizes; — ^the Herefordshire 
Pipe-Roll of 1185 gives Ralph de Linguein as similarly amerced in 
the current year for vai^ust disseizin ; and the Worcestershire Pipe- 
Roll of 1186 gives Ralph de Lingein as amerced on a third and 
later occasion half a merk for disseizin. Again in 1188 Robert 
Marmion and his associates visiting Shropshire amerced Ralph de 
Linguein 20s, for novel disseizin, and the fine was paid. So £Eur as 
the Tradition is true which represents a Lingen to have been con- 
cerned in the Foundation of Lymbroke Nunnery in Herefordshire, 
this Ralph de Lingen will have been the person alluded to.^ He is 
said in a Genealogy of much apparent probability to have been suc- 
ceeded by a Son, Grandson^ and Great Grandson, all named John. 
It would certainly appear that soon after 1189 Ralph de Lingen was 
succeeded by a son or other heir, — ^John de Lingen. The latter 
occurs on the Wiltshire Pipe-Roll of 1196 as fining 100 merks to 
have trial {pro habendo recto) in respect of his share in fifteen 
knights'-fees in Eibm and Pecton and Stana, against Robert, son 
of Robert de Maisi. I have not even discovered where the places 
thus mentioned were, much less have I attempted to ascertain any 
genealogical bearings which the claims thus set up in two successive 
generations may possibly have. Such inquiries would involve me 
far too deeply in the history of distant Counties. 

Some time previous to the year 1222 John de Lingene had en- 
feofied Ralph de Cambray in a virgate in Aschford (probably Ash- 
ford Jones) ; — ^but one Walter fitz Odo had sued Ralph de Cambray 
for the same. The latter called John de Lingene to warranty, and 
John de Lingene had been obliged to concede the same by fine to 
the said Walter fitz Odo. Consequently upon this, Ralph de Cam- 
bray sued John de Lingene for a virgate in Aschford in exchange of 



7 Sed nondum hahuit rectum^ vel habere 
potmt (Rot, Pip. 1 Rich. I, p. 142), 

• Monasticon, IV, 182. I Bhould add, 
in confinnation of the Legend which at- 
tributes the foundation of Lymbroke to a 



Lingen, that at the Diasolntion the Nuna 
bad lands in Shirley, Amestrey, Cowame 
Magna, and Lingen ; — in all which places 
we can trace a prenons interest of the 
Lingene. 
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the one which he had failed to warrant. It would appear that John 
de Lingene had no such virgate to grant ; so by a Fine levied in 
Easter Term 1222 he gives to Ralph a virgate in Huntiton, half of 
which was held by Osbert Cailac^ and half by Adam Carlis ; — ^to 
hold to Ralph and his heirs in fee^ together with two other virgates 
which Ralph had previously held of John de Lingene. The whole 
was to be held by service of one-seventh part of a knight's-fee. For 
this John de Lingene remitted a rent otfmir ducks, which Ralph 
had been used to pay him for 3 acres in the same vill.^ I am 
unable to date a Deed whereby this John de Lingen^ or one of his 
successors^ grants land in Wigmore to Helias fitz Harald. The 
Deed is attested by Brian de Brompton and Roger de Langaburgh.^^ 
I should not quote it but that it shows the Lingens to have had 
lands in the Lordship of Wigmore^ and so accounts for their pre- 
sumed Ancestor being caUed Turstin de Wigmore. 

John de Lingen^ perhaps the second of his name^ had a transac- 
tion in November 1236 with his Suzerain^ Ralph de Mortimer. 
The particulars relate to land at Tiingen itself; where they shall be 
given. The same John in 1240 is said to hold half a fee in Lin- 
gaine imder Mortimer^^^ and about that time we have seen him at- 
testing two deeds which bore upon his Patron's interests.^ In Ja- 
nuary 1243 we have John de Lingaine holding half a hide under the 
Abbey of Lanthony in Gloucestershire. It was at Eenchester (Here- 
fordshire)^ and had previously belonged to the honour of Snodhull.^' 
Also at Eovenhop (Conhope), Herefordshire^ he was Mesne-Lord of 
a fourth part of a knight's-fee^ Mortimer of Wigmore being his 
Seigneur.^^ A (Covenant dated July 81^ 1253^ arranges the terms 
on which Grimbald^ son and heir of Sir Richard Pancefot^ was to 
wed Constance the daughter of Sir John de Lingayn. I refer else- 
where for the particulars of a tale of female devotion which is said 
to have formed a sequel to this marriage.^^ Beauty^ love^ and hero- 
ism are transcendently associated with the name of Constance de 
Lingen ; and though a Critic might carp at one or other feature of 
her story^ its substantive truth is supported by circumstances of 
much general probability. 

The Inquisition of Munslow Hundred in 1255 tells us of John de 
Lingenie holding Huntiton of Roger de Mortimer. He did suit 
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to the Hundred^ and paid ISd. annually for stretward and motfee^^ — 
which showB that the Manor preserved its Domesday measurement 
of li hides. Within the next ten years Sir John de Liugen stands 
first witness of two important deeds already set forth.^^ In 1259 
and 1260 he was chief of the Commissioners {Dictators they are 
called) who were nominated by the King to preserve the truce with 
Lewellyn. Patents of October 15^ 1259^ and January 14, Febru- 
ary 25^ and May 28, 1260, instruct John de Lingen and his as- 
sociates as to their proceedings in this trust, partictdarly as to their 
obtaining satisfaction from the Welsh for certain breaches of the 
truce and other trespasses.^^ 

In Easter Term 1283, 1 find Walter de Pedwardine suing Ralph 
de Lingeyn and others for trespass at Bereford,^^ but I cannot say 
whether this Ralph was head of his family. In 1297 John de Lin- 
geyne was one of those who held lands or rents in Shropshire of the 
annual value of £20. and upwards, and so was summoned with 
horses and arms for Foreign Service, the Muster being fixed for 
July 7, at London.^ The same John, in 1301, was summoned from 
Herefordshire for military service against the Scots, the Muster 
being fixed for June 24, at Berwick upon Tweed.^^ In March 1316 
John de lingeyne was one of the Lords of the several ViUs of Cre- 
denhill, Conhope, and Leye, in Herefordshire^^ and in 1324 Sir John 
Lyngeyne, Knight, was among those, summoned fiK>m Herefordshire 
to attend a Great Council, to be held at Westminster, on May 30.^ 

The principal Undebtenancy in Huntington was that of the 
family of Cambray. As early as 1199 Ralph de Cambray occurs 
as having been amerced half a merk for the unlawful erection of 
some fence.^ This Ralph was probably the same person with him 
whom I have already mentioned as John de Lingen's Tenant here 
in 1222. In 1237 William de Cambray accounts to the Sheriff' for 
half a Fine of one merk which he had proffered for having some 
seizin, unspecified by the Record.^ His .sureties were John de Lin- 
gede (Lingen) and Odo de Hodenet. Again in 1249 William de 
Cambray accounts for a larger Fine, viz. 20 merks, which he had 
given for some Inquisition to be had.^ His Sureties were Geoffirey 
de Ledwych, Hugh Carbonel, and two others. Fifteen merks of 
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this Fine were still due in 1252. In 1259 Wflliam de Cambray 
appears thrice on the BoUs as fining in sums of one merk^ one merk^ 
and half a merk, to have an assize?^ Two of these fines related to 
his suit against Ernald de Berkeley, mentioned under Hopton 
Cangeford. The ground of the third does not appear. In the same 
year he was amerced 20^. for a false oath. In this year (1259) we 
have mention of another Undertenant here, viz. Robert de Huntin- 
don, who was amerced 8«. 4rf. for not producing one for whom he was 
pledge.3* On August 11, 1266, Nicholas de Brumfield has a Writ 
of novel disseizin against William de Huntinton and Aldith, widow 
of Robert de Huntinton, concerning a tenement in Huntinton. 



Bpper ^^Uatts or ^$^totti 3ont». 



Thb Domesday notice of Huntington is followed by that of an- 
other Manor in the same quarter {ibidem), similarly held by Ralph 
de Mortimer of the Norman Earl; but its name is not given. Its 
identity with Upper Ashford is however quite clear. '' The same 
Radulf (de Mortimer) holds in this quarter one Manor, and Richard 
holds it of him. Azor held it (in Saxon times) . Here is a hide and 
a half geldable. In demesne there is one ox-team and a half, 
and (there are) mi Serfs, ii Villains, and ii Boors, with one team. 
The former value of the Manor was 5*. Now it is worth 10s. {per 
annum) "^ 

I have intimated xmder Neen Savage and Einlet, that the Suc- 
cessors of Mortimer's Tenant, Ricardus, were not of one family 
only, and indeed there is a probability that his estates came to be 
divided among Coheirs. His successors at Burley and at Upper 
Ashford, if not elsewhere, were the Burleys, of whom I shall only say 
here that Simon de Burley was Lord of Burley in 1240, and that 
he is expressly entered as Mesne^Lord of Upper Ashford in 1255, 
and that at the decease of Edmund de Mortimer in 1304, John de 
Burleye was found to have held Asshton, Ashford and Eynton, under 
the deceased by service of 1^ knights' -fees.' 

It is of the Undertenants in Upper Ashford that I now speak. 
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At the Assizes of November, 1221, Walter fitz Odo, Plaintiff, re- 
covered against Ralph de Cambrai, the Tenant, a vii^te in Eisford. 
The trial was by Grand-Assize, and the question was whose was the 
better right. The Sureties of Ralph de Cambrai were John Car- 
bonel and Reginald de Eisford. There is a note appended to the 
recital of this case, purporting that the Tenant had called John de 
Lingen to warranty in the County Court ; that the said John had 
failed in warranty , and was therefore summoned to appear at War- 
wick, whither the Justiciars were proceeding.^ The sequel I have 
given under Huntington. 

Reginald de Ashford, just now named, seems to have been Bur- 
ley's Chief Tenant here, for John de Esseford, who is said in 1240 
to hold half a fee in Esseford, under Ralph de Mortimer,^ was son 
of Reginald ; but that his tenure was not immediately under Mor- 
timer is proved by the Munslow Inquisition of 1255, which says 
that John son of Reginald holds Upper Asford of Simon de Bur- 
leg. It contained a hide-and-half, — ^the Domesday estimate: did 
mit to Munslow Hundred, and paid 18J. per annum for stretward 
and motfee. John fitz Reginald was on the Jury which made this 
report.^ 

In 1256 John de Esseford was returned among those who holding 
twenty librates of land weie not knights. In 1259 I find a second 
Reginald de Asford sitting as a Juror on the Inquest after William 
de StutevilFs death ; but I cannot say positively that this Reginald 
was of Upper Ashford. 

Notwithstanding Ralph de Cambray^s failure in keeping posses- 
sion of that virgate in Ashford in which he had been enfeoffed by 
John de Lingen, it would appear that his successor at Huntington, 
viz. William de Cambray, had an interest also in Ashford. Nay, 
the latter actually styles himself William de Cambray of Asford 
in a Charter whereby, about the year 1250, he granted to Haugh- 
mond Abbey, for the souls'-health of his Ancestors and Heirs, a 
rent of 12d. arising out of land in Asford, which Milo of Little 
Hereford held of the Grantor. The witnesses hereto were Hugh 
Carbonell, Henry de Budlers, John de Asforde, Nicholas fitz An- 
drew, Greofirey and James his brothers.^ 

On May 19, 1284, a Fine was levied between John Mauveysin 
and Isabella his wife, Plaintiffs, and William de Mortimer, Defor* 
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ciant, of a messuage^ a carucate of land^ and 40«. rent iu Ovver 
Asseford. John and Isabella acknowledge the right of William as 
arising by their own grant. In return, William concedes the pre- 
mises to them for their lives, reserving a rose-rent and capital ser- 
vices. Remainder is covenanted for Peter, son of Peter de Grete, 
who is to hold of the Lords of the Fee.'' 



^sJ)forli Cartonel 



This was the only Manor in Culvestan Hundred which was held 
by the Barons of Richard's Castle. They held it immediately of 
the King, and the following is its description in Domesday. " The 
same Osbern (fitz Richard) holds Esseford. Ledi held it (in Saxon 
times). Here are ii hides gcldable. The (arable) land is (suffi- 
cient) for iiii ox- teams. Here one Frenchman and iiii Villains 
have II teams. Here is a Mill of (the annual value of) three quar- 
ters of com {sutnmis annomB), In King Edward's time the Manor 
was Worth 16*. (annually). Now it is worth 8*. He (Osbern) 
found it waste.''^ 

Whether the Frenchman [Francigena) alluded to in this entry 
were ancestor of the Carbonels I cannot say, but I think the Car- 
bonels were seated at Ashford at an earlier period than we should 
assign as the date of a Charter of feoffment which I shall pre- 
sently quote ; and if so the said Charter must be taken as an instru- 
ment, settling in writing the terms of their feoffment, rather than 
originating that feoffment. 

Carbonel was unquestionably a Norman name,^ and the Domes- 
day Survey gives us one Carbonel as then holding a Herefordshire 
Manor (Lacre) of the King in capite? In the next century there 
was one Geoffrey Carbonel, of whom all that we know is, that his son 
William asserted him in 1203 to have died seized of half a hide in 
the Manor of Harcott.* We have seen William Carbonel (the same 
son of Geoffrey, I presume) attesting, as William Carb de Hese- 
fordia (William Carbonel of Heseford or Ashford) a Charter of tlie 
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then Lord of Richard's Castle^ which seems to have passed about 
1174.^ I think that the following Charter of Feoffinent passed 
later^ that is between the year 1174 and 1185^ the latter being the 
date of the Grantor's death. 

** Osbem fitz Hugh grants, with consent of Hugh his Brother, 
to William Carbunel and his heir, — to hold of the Grantor and his 
heirs, all his land, viz. Hesford and Huvertone,^ for service of half 
a knight's-fee. — Witnesses: Hugh de Say, Hugh his Son, Peter 
de Grette, Philip his Son, Robert Esturmi, Gilbert de Muleston, 
Robert Wiard, William de Witinton, Hugh his Son, Richard Chap- 
lain, Master Godefrid, Pain de Ludeford, Ralph de Bintan, John 
Trussebu Seneschal, and nine others."^ 

The Shropshire Pipe-Roll of 1183 gives William Carbunell as 
paying an amercement of one merk for false claim. In Easter 
Term 1200 he was one of the twelve knights who formed the Jury 
noticed under Nordley R^s ;® and in 1210 a Feodary of the Ho- 
nour of Richard's Castle has William Carbunel as holding half a 
fee therein.* Consistently with all this we have had William Car- 
bonel attesting Geva de Tenbury's grant to Haughmond Abbey 
before 1185;^^ also attesting a deed of Hugh de Ferrars between 
1196 and 1204. A Deed too of Robert de Mortimer, between 
1209 and 1219, confirming several grants to Haughmond Abbey, 
has the attestation of William CarboneL Lastly, the Grant of 
Herbert de Tenbury's daughters, given under Comewood, has the 
attestation of William Carbonel and of John and Pagan his sons.^^ 
In November 1221 WiUiam Carbonel was dead, for John and 
Pagan Carbonel, brothers and knights, appear as Jurors of certain 
causes tried at Shrewsbury. John Carbonel, the eldest of these 
brothers, appears again in August 1226 among the chief knights 
of the County, who then made Inquisition concerning the Forest 
of Stiperstones. Of Pain Carbonel I shall hereafter speak under 
Wooferton. The Feodary of Richard^s Castle, which I account to 
have been drawn up about 1230, gives Pain Carbonel as living; 
but John Carbonel was apparently dead, for Hugh Carbonel, whom 
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I take to have been his son and heir^ is entered as holding half a 
fee in Esford.^^ The same tenure is repeated in the Feodary of 
1240^ William de Stutevill being then Baron of Richard's Castle.^^ 
Also the Inquisition of 1255 gives Hugh Carbonel as holding Ays- 
ford Carbonel of William de Stutevill. It contained 1^ hides (the 
Domesday estimate)^ did suit to Munslow Hundred^ and paid 18^. 
annually for stretward and motfee}^ In 1256 Hugh Carbonel was 
one of those who held fifteen librates of land in this County and 
was not yet a Knight. In 1259 he was a Juror in the Inquest 
taken on the death of William de Stutevill. Before November 
1266 Hugh Carbonel was deceased^ leaving a widow^ Joanna, and 
a successor, doubtless his son, Richard Carbonel. Joanna and 
Richard were then sued respectively for one-third and two-thirds of 
a virgate in Asseford, but the case was adjourned. The Plaintiffs 
were Geoffrey, son of Geoffrey le Tayleur, and William de la Val 
with his wife Joan; and their Essoigncrs were William fitz Roger, 
Robert fitz William, and Robert de Furche.^^ Richard Carbonel 
was, in 1265-6, one of the witnesses of Hugh de Mortimer's Char- 
ter to the Burgesses of Burford. Hugh Carbonel having slain 
Philip de Grete, a Patent of the year 1267 directs certain Justiciars 
to try whether the act were one of self-defence. This Hugh I take 
to have been younger brother of Richard Carbonel of Ashford. The 
latter was on the Jury for Munslow Hundred at the Assizes of 
September 1272, and on a Ludlow Inquest in January 1284. The 
Feodary of 1284 gives him as holding Asford Carbonel for half a 
knighf s-fee, under Robert de Mortimer. In 1287 this tenure is 
repeated, only, as I have said under Overton, that vill was held by 
Richard Carbonel jointly with Ashford Carbonel.'^ The whole 
tenure was estimated at 100«. per annum. The Inquisition taken 
on the death of Matilda de Mortimer, in April 1308 gives Hugh 
Carbonel (probably son of Richard) as then holding the Manors of 
Aysford Carbonel and Overtone by half a knight's-fee.^^ The same 
was Lord of the Vill of Ashford when, in March 1316, the Return 
called the Nomina Villarum was made.^^ 
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the Herefordshire Parish of Little Hereford. The Church (now a 
Perpetual Curacy annexed to the Vicarage of Little Hereford) was 
doubtless founded as a Chapel, and in strict subjection to the 
Mother-Church. The date of such foundation I can by no means 
indicate. The non-mention of the Chapel in Records of the thir- 
teenth century is by no means conclusive as to its non-existence at 
that or an earlier period. 



jHttitileton fj^tstotti. 



With this Manor we introduce a series of four Manors in Cul- 
vestan Hundred which "William Paiitulf held at Domesday under 
the Earl of Shrewsbury. — 

" The same William (Pantulf) holds Middeltone, and Berner 
(holds it) of him. Uluric and Eduin held it (iu Saxon times) for 
two Manors. Here are ii hides geldable. There is (arable) land 
(enough) for viii ox-teams. In demesne (there are) ii teams and 
(there are) mi Neat-herds, i Villain, and viii Boors with i team, 
and (there is) a Mill of 2s. (annual value) . The old value of the 
Manor was 20^. {per annum). Now it is worth Ik."^ 

Taking the Domesday Uluric and Aluric to have been one per- 
son, we find him supplanted by W^illiara Pantulf in seven instances, 
four of which were in Culvestan Hundred. Hclgot was his Succes- 
sor in a less number of cases. The bulk of William Pantulf s Shrop- 
shire estates lay in and around Wem, where I shall speak more fully 
of his origin and descendants. His Manors in South Shropshire 
seem mostly to have been disunited from his Barony, a fact to which 
I have already adverted in two instances- and which will now ap- 
pear yet further in detail. Berner, Pantulfs Tenant at Middleton, 
was, as I have said, almost surely the Ancestor of the Hugfords, 
but the Hugfords are not found at any later period to hold Middle- 
ton under Pantulf. They held it first under Lacy, then under Fitz 
Alan, The four fees of old feoffment which in 1165 were held by 
Nicholas de Hungerford under Hugh de Lacy were unquestion- 
ably Higford (two fees), Middleton (one fee), and Upper Ledwich 
(one fee) . Higford was of Lacy's seigneury at Domesday, Middle- 
ton and Upper Ledwich were not. The question is then as to why 

» Domesday, fo. 267, b. 1. | » Vol. IV, pp. 27, 189. 
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these two last fees passed to Lacy. Now I can hardly suggest that 
they were given to Lacy in compensation for certain dismember- 
ments of his Fief, which took place during the forfeiture of his 
House. In that case they would scarcely have been classed as fees 
of old feoffment, I rather think that they must have been allotted 
to Lacy early in Henry I^s time. It was obviously the policy as 
well as the practice of our Kings, to maintain a coordinate share in 
the government and disposition of the greater Castles of the King- 
dom. Ludlow Castle came into being shortly after Domesday, The 
Crown was interested in its maintenance and security, so long as 
its Lords were loyal. The territorial arrangements of Domesday 
had been made with no apparent prospect of this Castle being built. 
The King, in respect of the loyalty of the first Hugh de Lacy, or in 
remembrance of the disloyalty of his predecessor, or with a view to 
the strengthening of Ludlow Castle and the maintenance of his own 
influence there, may have procured from William Pantulf the re- 
signation of one of his Manors in South Shropshire, in order that 
competent ward might be provided for this great fortress. Such 
ward was afterwards due at Ludlow from the Manor of Middleton, 
and I know not how the obligation can have arisen, save by inter- 
ference of the Crown. That from owing service to Ludlow this 
Manor came to be reputed as of Lacy^s Fief, is a process by no 
means unintelligible. 

Thus much as regards the treatment of a single Manor. — The po- 
licy of the Crown being admitted as obvious, viz. to qualify the ab- 
solute control of any great Feudatory over a given Fortress, that 
policy may be shown to have had a wide practical range ; — for cer- 
tain Manors, which were not of Lacy's original Fief and which never 
became (even nominally) annexed thereto, owed ward at Ludlow,' 
whilst on the other hand, several Manors* which were originally of 
Lacy's Fief, and one which became annexed thereto,^ were charged 
with Castle-Guard at Montgomery. 

The next that we hear of Middleton must be understood to in- 
clude Higford and Upper Ledwich. All three were given by Hugh 
de Lacy about the year 1175 to William fitz Alan (11), who then 
married the daughter of the said Hugh. Henceforth then these 
Manors were held by the Hugfords under Fitz Alan, and formed 
the four knights'-fees which in 1240 Walter de Huggeford is said to 

' Viz. Kenley, Henley, and Gbeat Sutton. 
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hold of John Fitz Alan in Huggeford and its appurtenaneei} The 
service due at Ludlow Castle was not hereby qualified ; — ^for the 
Ludlow and Stanton-Lacy Inquisitions of 1255 both state Middle 
ton to be '^ a knight's-fee pertaining to Ludlow Castle^ and which^' 
(that is^ the territorial seigneury thereof) ^^ had been given to William 
Fitz Alan with the Sister of Walter de Lacy/'^ The Manor was 
still held to be in Munslow Hundred, for the Jurors of that Hun- 
dred said that Walter de Hugeford held Midelton of John fitz Alan.® 
The Becord states it to contain iii hides, but it paid 2s. for stret^ 
ward and motfee, which is proportioned to a Manor of two hides, — 
the Domesday estimate. It did suit to Munslow Hundred. 

In 1270 Robert de W * * re and Katherine his wife sue William 
de Hugeford for novel disseizin in Middelton. In 1271 John de 
Middleton (a tenant probably of Hugford^s) has a similar writ against 
Walter de Fenes and others. In January 1272 Isabella, widow of 
Richard Huberd^ was suing William de Hugford for her dower in 
30 acres, and was suing Adam Huberd for her dower in a messuage 
and \\ vi]^ates in Middleton. William de Hugford, having had, I 
suppose^ some surrender firom Richard Huberd, sued Adam Huberd, 
probably Richard^s heir, in a plea of warranty, Adam Huberd, as 
against Isabella, called William Paternoster to warranty and sued 
him thereupon.* Both cases were adjourned. At the Assizes of 
September 1272, the said Isabella accorded both suits, in what way 
does not appear. The thirds sought against Hugford are said to 
be of 24 acres^ against Adam Hubert, of two messuages and two 
virgates.^® 

The Feodary of 1284 gives William de Hugford as holding Mid- 
delton under the heir of Fitz Alan for a whole knight's-fee, the said 
heir holding it of the King. Some other particulars of Hugford^s 
interest here I have given under Higford.^^ At the Assizes of 1292 
William de Hugford was reported by the Munslow Jurors as a De- 
faulter in due attendance. 

The Chapel of Middleton, whenever founded, was in subjection 
to Bitterley. However, the Priory of Wenlock is said to have had 
the tithes of Hugford Myddyiton from ancient time,^^ though their 
value is not stated. I kave shown xmder Bitterley that this right 
of the Priory waa represented for centuries by a pension chargeable 
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on the Church of Bitterlejr. How Wenlock Priory became first 
entitled to such a due^ is a matter on which^ in the absence of all 
evidence^ conjecture would be vain. 



Bpper X/etib^iti)* 



''The same William (Pantulf) holds Ledewic (of the Earl), and 
Bemer holds it of him (Pantulf). Uluric held it (in Saxon times). 
Here are ii hides geldable. The (arable) land is enough for mi ox- 
teams. In demesne there is i team, and there are ii neat-herds, ii 
Villains and iiii Boors, with i team. In King Edward^s time the 
Manor was worth ISs. 4rf. {per annum). Now it is worth 10s, He 
(Pantulf) found it waste.'' ^ 

As regards its Saxon Owner ITlmic, its Domesday Lords, William 
Pantulf and Bemer, its transfer to Lacy and then to Fitz Alan, and 
the descent of Bemer's interest to De Hugford, the early history of 
Upper Ledwich is exactly that of Middleton Higford. 

The subsequent difference between the two was that while Mid- 
dleton came to be charged with service at Ludlow Castle, Upper 
Ledwich owed a similar service at Montgomery. 

Under Budge, Abdon, and Cleeton^ I have given some particulars 
of a &mily which took its name from this place. These Ledwiches 
were De Hugford's Tenants in this Manor. The first of whom I 
hear is Roger de Ledewic, who attests in 1120 a Charter cited under 
Beckbury.^ Next comes Geofirey de Ledewich, amerced 2 merks in 
1185 for uiyust disseizin, and who also has occurred to us in 1197.' 

Before Easter, 1203, this Geofirey was dead, for a Suit at West- 
minster, between his widow (here called Hawise) and Walter de 
Huggeford, is entered on a Roll of that Term as settled by accord. 
However, another suit arose between the same parties wherein the 
Widow's name is several times written as Juliana. Hugford sued 
her at the Salop Assizes of October 1203, for custody of half the 
frill of Ledwic. She did not appear till the Justices-in-Eyre had 
reached Gloucester. There Hugford's Attorney (Warin) claimed 

1 Domesdoff, fo. 257, b, 1. I ' Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 206. 

» 8up», Vol. IV, p. 188. I 



88 



UPPER LEDWICH. 



the custody of tlie premises for his Principal as having the ward- 
ship of Geoffrey de Ledwic, infant son of Geoflfrey deceased^ which 
latter had held both Ledwic and other lands under Hugford. Ju- 
liana replied that the moiety of Ledewic in dispute was her dower, 
which her infant Son aforesaid ought of right to Warrant to her. 
Hugford's Attorney rejoined that it was not her dower, for she had 
for dower the land of Clie,* and had held it days and years since her 
husband^s death, and thereof he produced evidence. The cause was 
further adjourned to Oxford, where Hugford's Attorney was to pro- 
duce the Ward, without whom, as her Warrantor, Juliana would 
not plead further. She named Roger de Mora as her Attorney.* 

We have seen Geoflfrey de Ledwich (II) to have been of age in 
1222,* and occurring at Abdon^ and Rudge from 1226-7 to 1240. 
Geoflfrey de Ledwich, who in 1248 was Surety for William de Cam- 
bray^s fine, and who in 1251 fines one merk for some Writ, was per- 
haps identical with the last-named Geoffrey, but, as I have shewn 
under Cleeton, Geofirey de Ledwich (II) was deceased in 1253, leav- 
ing a Widow, Agnes, and a son and heir, Geoffrey. Nor were the 
differences before recited between the Widow and the Heir confined 
to Cleeton, for in the same year Agnes, widow of Geoffrey de Lede- 
wic, alleges a disseizin in Ledewic against Geoffrey de Ledewic. 

The Inquisition of 1255 says that " Geofirey de Ledewich holds 
Ledewich of Walter de Huggeford. It contained ii hides (its 
Domesday measurement), and did suit to Munslow Hundred, and 
paid the King 2^. for stretward and motfee!^^ Here the Seigneury 
of Fitz Alan, over Hugford, is not expressed, probably because the 
entry follows that of Middleton, where the higher Tenure had been 
set forth. However, the same Record informs us that Geoffrey de 
Ledewich was bound to find one soldier to do ward at Montgomery 
for forty days in time of war, and that the said service was in arrear.® 
This, as I have already intimated, is very consistent with the idea 
that Upper Ledwich had been sometime of Lacy's Fief, though now 
annexed to Fitz Alan's. In 1256 Geoffrey de Ledewyz was one of 
those who, holding 15 librates x)f land in Shropshire, were not yet 
Knighted. At the Assizes of this year, Agnes de Ledwic names 
Ralph de Arras, or Thomas de Ledwic, her Attorney, against Geof- 
frey de Ledwic, and the latter was found to have disseized Agnes of 



^ Perhaps something at ClectoD, adja- 
cent to the Titterstone Clee Hill. 
* AatizeSy 5 John, mcnib. 5 dorso^ and 
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15 acres of land and a third part of a Mill in Ledewych.' In 1258 
Geofirey de Ledewik fined half a merk of gold to have respite of taking 
knighthood. It would seem from a Deed already set forth,^^ that 
he had not attained that rank in 1260^ or later. At the Forest 
Assizes of February 1262, Geofifrey de Ledewych was accused of 
having taken a Doe {damam) on Tuesday after the Invention of the 
Cross, 1257. 

The Feodary of 1284 gives GeoflTrey de Ledewich as holding the 
vUl of Ledewich by a knight^s-fee under William de Hugford, omit- 
ting Fitz Alan's seigneury ; — for the same reason, I presume, as the 
Record of 1255. At the Assizes of 1292, Geoffrey de Ledwich was 
reported by the Jurors of Munslow Hundred as a Defaulter in due 
attendance.^^ 

The Chapel. — This Chapel must be taken to have been origi- 
nally dependent upon Bitterley, the Parish into which the now 
Churchless district has returned. Nevertheless, the Church of Lede- 
wych, as it is called in the Taxation of 1291, is mentioned without 
any appearance of dependency, though worth less than £4. per an- 
tmm}^ It was, like Bitterley, in the Deanery of Ludlow. The as- 
sessment of the NirUh in 1341 makes the Taxation of the Chapel of 
Ledewych to be 6 merks, t. e. d£4. The Assessors rated the Parish 
only 4«. to the current impost, because, said they, '^ the Parish was 
annexed to the Church of Butterley, and taxed to its true value 
together with the same." Nothing in fact belonged to Ledewych 
Chapel but a bovate of land for the sustenance of a Chaplain who 
said mass on Sundays, and who also had the offerings of the Vill on 
one day in the year.^* The Valor of 1534-5 takes no notice of a 
Chapel here, and I suppose it was either destroyed or unserved. 

EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

William de Maeton, Acolyte; — instituted June 7, 1285. — 
Patron, Oeoffirey de Ledewich. 

Sib Bichard de Birches; — instituted April 3, 1358, to the 
Chapels of Hopton Cangynont (Hopton Cangeford) and Ledewich. — 
Patrons, Margaret de Hopton and Juliana de Ledewich. 

John Mykylwode, Clerk, — ^instituted to Ledwich, Aug. 27, 
1366, — Patron, the Bishop, ji«rc devoluto. 



> Atrieea, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 1 and 10. 

»<> Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 28, note 22. 

" Placita Corona, 20 Edw. I, m. 4 



dor90. 

" Pope Nick, Taxation, p. 166. 
^ Inqme. Nonarwn, p. 188. 



V. 13 



90 



LITTLE SUTTON. 



Sir Ricb[ard Nthzttngale, Priest; instituted Jan. 16, 1874. 
Patron, — the Bishoip, jure devoluio. 

Sir John Wygynton ; — instituted to this Church June 8, 1391, 
— Patron, '' the Noble Lady/^ Margaret Priseley. 

Sir Thomas Malmeshull, Chaplain; — ^instituted March 1, 
1396. Patron, William Pryseleg of Shirreves-ledewyeh}* 



^ittlt button. 



This Manor is noticed in Domesday as follows: — ^'The same 
William (Pantulf) holds Sudtone (of Earl Roger). Aluric held it 
(in Saxon times) . Here is half a hide geldable. There is (arable) 
land (sufficient) for ii ox-teams. In demesne is one team, with ii 
Neat-herds and i Boor. The Manor (in King Edward's time) was 
worth 8s, (per annum) . Now it is worth 9s. He (Pantulf) found 
it waste.'' ^ 

William Pantulf lost the Seigneury of this Manor at some early 
but unrecorded period, not I think by forfeiture, but by some arrange- 
ment with the Crown ; an idea already suggested in the cases of 
Middleton, Higford, and Upper Ledwich. However, the King did 
not assign this Manor to Lacjr's Fief, but made it a Serjeantry, and 
the next that we hear of it is its being held under the Crown by a 
family which took name from the place and discharged the service 
presently to be mentioned. 

Thomas dc Sudton, a Recognizor in October 1199, in the suit 
mentioned under Clee St. Margaret, may have been one of these 
Tenants by Serjeantry. If so, he was the earliest I can name. More 
surely Osbert de Sutton, amerced half a merk in 1207, was of this 
place, and perhaps identical with that Osbert de Sutton whom we 
have seen in the following year to renounce a claim and a tenure in 
Boraston.^ But in 1211 William de Sutton was registered as one 
of the King's Tenants by Serjeantry, his duty being to accompany 



i< That U, Sherififl-Ledwich; but why 
this place was so distinguiflhed it is difficult 
to say. I can only observe suggostiTely 
that William fitz Alan (II) who acquired 



the Seigneury from Lacy was Sheriff of 
Shropshire irom 1190 till 1201. 

* Domesday, fo. 257, b, 1. 

« Supra, Vol. IV, pp. 326-7. 
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the Sheriff^ twice in each year^ whea the latter conveyed the ferm of 
the County to the Exchequer. The King, however^ paid William de 
Sutton^s expenses.^ 

William de Sutton was succeeded^ apparently before the year 1215^ 
by Robert de Sutton, whose Tenure is stated in an Assize-Boll of 
1227 to be 2 merkates of land in Sutton, held by service of finding 
one horse to convey the King's treasure towards London twice a 
year> This Robert de Sutton commenced in 1215 and continued till 
1239, a series of feoffments in his Serjeantry ; — that is, he alienated 
several small parcels of land to Undertenants, and apparently without 
license. In 1240 and 1245 his son and successor, Osbert de Sutton, 
continued these alienations. I have already given some account of 
the steps taken by the Crown in 1246 and 1247 against the Altena- 
tors of Seijeantries in general, and those of Shropshire in particu- 
lar.^ Robert Passelewe, the King's Commissioner, visited Shrop- 
shire probably about March 1247. His Arrentation, as it is called, 
of Osbert de Sutton's Serjeantry, is a lengthy document, but very 
instructive as to the mode of his procedure. He found eight greater 
and five lesser alienations in Little Sutton, besides the small residue 
which we may suppose to have remained to Osbert de Sutton. Other 
Records inform us of one or two alienations of which Passelewe's 
Roll takes no notice. The whole matter was treated as follows : — 
First the Record recites that '' the Serjeantry of Osbert de Sutton, 
in Sutton (for which he should provide for the King a horse with a 
head-stall {capistro) to convey the King's treasure yearly at Michael- 
mas from Shrewsbury to London) is alienated in part.'' Then fol- 
low the names of the five lesser Tenants whose collective holdings 
were 1 Bovate and 22 (or 20) acres, of the annual value of 4^. 9d. 
For these lesser Tenants, and by their consent, Osbert de Sutton 
covenanted to pay an annual rent to the Crown of 2s,,^ to be repaid 
him ratably by the said Tenants. Also, and I suppose in lieu of 
his former Serjeantry, Osbert himself was to perform the service of 
a fiftieth part of a Knight's-fee. As to the eight greater Tenants, 
they fined with Passelewe individually and collectively: that is, they 
covenanted to pay several rents to the Crown, amounting altogether 
to IS's, per annumy and to discharge in common the service of one 
thirtieth part of a knight's-fee. Thus on the whole Osbert de Sut- 
ton's Serjeantry was commuted for an annual rent of j£l., and the 



^ Testa de Nevill^ p. 66, and Liher 
Ruber, fo. cxxxtu. 
^ Tetta de Nevill, p. 54. 
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performaDce of the service due on about ^th of a Kniglif s-Fee.^ 
There are other Records relating to this matter. The Pipe Boll of 
1250 chaises the eight greater Tenants with 3i years' arrears of their 
rent, but omits all charge on Osbert de Sutton. An Assize-Roll, 
probably of the year 1251, enumerates the names of all the then 
Tenants, but calls Sutton anachronously the ^' Fee of Sir Robert de 
Sutton.''^ In 1254 the Aid for marrying the King's daughter was 
put in charge at the rate of 40^. on every Knighf s-fee. Osbert de 
Sutton was charged 9^d. on ^V ^^ ^ Fee. The eight greater Tenants 
were not charged (as we should have expected) 16d. in common on 
-sVth of a fee, but I6d. each, as if they held -3^^'^^ ^^ ^ f<^* However, 
the whole was paid.' The Hundred- Roll of 1255 says that Robert 
de Sutton (formerly) held Sutton for half-a-hide, of the King. It 
then recites his Seijeantry, as before stated, and intimates his hav. 
ing owed suit to Munslow Hundred, which «tii/ had been withdrawn 
two years before (i. e. in 1253) by Osbert son of the said Robert, 
whence a yearly loss of 2s. resulted to the Crown.^^ In January 
1259, Osbert de Parva Sutton, being dead, his Widow Alina sued 
several of the cotem|K)rary Tenants for dower. The thirds claimed 
by her were seized j^ro tempore by the Crown ;^^ but the Roll which 
should contain a further hearing of the cause is lost. 

In 1260 the Scutage of Wales was assessed at 40s. per fee. The 
assessment of this Tenure thereto is copied verbatim from the assess- 
ment of 1254. When therefore Osbert de Sutton's name stands 
charged with 9id. on -yVth of a fee,^* this is no proof that he was 
living, and the same may be said of each of the eight Tenants. In 
fact we do not hear again of any interest retained here by desceii- 
dants of Osbert de Sutton. The lands of course remained chai^e- 
able with the same military service as before, and the Munslow 
Inquisition of November 1274 duly records the liability of divers 
tenants in Little Sutton to pay the King an annual rent of 20^.^^ 

From the Records already cited, when compared with and cor- 
rected by each other, and from other sources, I now proceed to give 
a distinct accoimt of each alienation of this Seijeantry and the de- 
scent of each Feoffee therein. — 

1. Robert de Cheles was enfeoffed in one Noke at 12d. rent, 
and at a period whereof, in 1255, memory was not. It was pro- 



7 Testa de Nevill, pp. 58, 69. 
^ Ibidem, p. 60, a. 
• Sot. Pip. 88 Hen. III. 
»• Rot Hundred. II, 70, 71. 
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bably before tlie year 1215. Passelewe's Arreniation in 1247 makes 
Robert de Cheles' tenement to be 1 bovate and 4 acres^ worth 4^. 9d, 
annually. The rent and service to the Crown^ then fixed on this 
Tenement^ was included in the 2^. rent and 3^^^ ^^ ^ ^^ charge- 
able upon Osbert de Sutton. In November 1249 Robert de Cheles 
was sued for half an acre in Little Sutton by Johanna and Lucia^ 
daughters of Alexander Chaplain^ who were Coparceners in another 
tenement.^* The result does not appear. Robert de Cheles is men- 
tioned among the Tenants of 1251^ and of 1255 ; but in the latter 
year his chief-rent of Is., which had previously been paid through 
Osbert de Sutton^ was paid at once to the Crown. Robert de 
Cheles was succeeded by his son Roger^ probably in 1259^ when an 
indistinct allusion to the relief payable on such succession occurs 
on the Rolls. This Roger had, in 1245, been enfeofied by Osbert 
de Sutton in 4 acres at a rent of Hd. In 1260 Roger de Cheles 
takes out two writs, paying a merk and half for the same. One 
was probably against Richard de Millenhop and Edith his wife, 
who appoint an Attorney against him in the same year. 

I suppose that in succession to Roger de Cheles came Robert 
Cheles; for a Jury which sat at Great Sutton, on January 14, 1316, 
found that Robert Cheles had, in the time of King Edward I, held 
a messuage and 20 acres in Little Sutton by a rent of lOd,, payable 
to the Crown, and by making two appearances in a year at the 
Hundred-Court of Munslow. The premises were worth 7s. 6d. per 
annum. Margaret, Widow of Robert Cheles, now (that is, in 1316) 
held a third thereof, and fermed the other two thirds of the King. 
Richard Cheles, son and heir of Robert, was found to have been 21 
years of age on January 25, 1315.^* The latter occurs on a local 
Inquest in 1323. 

2. William fitz Henby was enfeoffed by Robert de Sutton in 
1215 for an annual rent of 4^., payable to the Feoffor. This rent 
among others Robert de Sutton conveyed, before 1240, to Henry 
the Moneyer (Monetario). William, son and heir of Henry the 
Moneyer gmt-claimed this and other rents to the King ^* before the 
Justices,^' and probably in 1247. The Arreniation of 1247 esti- 
mates WiUiam fitz Henry^s tenement at half a virgate and nine 
acres, of \2s. annual value, but this probably included another 
tenement of 11^ acres, in which he had been enfeoffed between 
1240 and 1247 by Osbert de Sutton at \d. rent. The Arreniation 
of 1247 fixes his Crown-rent at 4». In Easter Term 1250 he was 

" Placita, Mich. Term, 33 and 31 Hen. | ^ In^uUions, 9 £4w. II, No. 29. 
Ill, m. 38 dorso. I 
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sued by Johanna and Luda (above mentioned) for 10 acres in Little 
Sutton. The cause was heard in Michaelmas Term following. The 
Plaintiffs alleged that William fitz Henry had no other ingress into 
the premises than by Osbert de Farva Sutton^ to whom Alicia de 
Sutton^ the Plaintiflb^ Guardian, had demised the premises while 
the Plaintiffs were in ward. WilUam fitz Henry replied that as to 
8 acres he held them hj feoffment, not of Osbert de Sutton, but of 
Roger son of Robert de Stanton (a matter to which I shall recur), 
and as to the two remaining acres he held them indeed by feoffment 
of Osbert, but Osbert had them, not from the said Alice, but from 
his own Father, — Robert de Sutton. A Jury of the Vicinage, to 
whom this matter was referred, verified William fitz Henry^s state- 
ment, and the Plaintiffs were non-suited, but their amercement was 
excused on account of their poverty.^^ In this year (1250) William 
fitz Henry, as one of the Greater Tenants of Sutton, was charged 
his Crown-rent of 4*. per annum, with the arrears then due. His 
name occurs on the list of Sutton Tenants in 1251. From the 
Hundred-Roll of 1255 it appears that his Crown-rent of 4^. was 
made up of two sums, viz. 2s. 6d. and Is, 6d,, chargeable respec- 
tively on his feoffment of 1215, and on his more recent feoffment 
by Osbert de Sutton. To both the Aid of 1254, and the Scutage 
of 1260, William fitz Henry was charged 16d. as on ^th of a 
KnightVfee. In January 1259 William fitz Henry was one of 
those whom Osbert de Sutton^s Widow sued for dower, viz. for 
thirds in 8 acres of his Tenure. William fitz Henry must have lived 
to a great age ; for his earliest feoffment was in 1215, and the King's 
writ of diem clausit extremum on his death bears date August 26, 
1278. The consequent Inquest found his tenure^in-capite at Sutton 
to be half a virgate and eight acres, and his rent to the Crown 4». 
He also held twelve acres under Roger de Stanton, for which he 
paid a rent of 13d., whilst Roger in turn paid I2d. thereof to the 
Crown. His whole estate was worth 8*. 8rf. per annum, and Wil- 
liam his son and heir was of full age.^^ In the same year I find 
William son of William fitz Henry, paying his relief as a Tenant^ 
in-capite, which is all I shall say of this Tenure. 

3. William le Franceis was enfeoffed in 1215 by Robert de 
Sutton, whose reserved rent was 3^. This rent Robert de Sutton 
transferred to Henry the Moneyer, and William, Henry's son, qtat- 
claimed it to the King. The Arrentation of 1247 gives William le 

*<> Placita, Mich. Term, 34 and 85 Hen. I ^7 JnquMiona, 6 £dw. I, No. 9. 
Ill, m. 30. I 
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Franceys' tenement as half a virgate, worth 8^. yearly. He fined 
for a rent of 2s. 6d, to the Crown^ and was charged at that rate in 
1250. To the Aid of 1254 he was assessed at ^^th of a fee. He 
was deceased before October 10^ 1256, when the Inquisition on his 
death duly states him to have held 29 acres in capite, by service of 
28, 6d. rent. For other 2 acres held under Osbert de Sutton, for- 
merly Lord of Sutton, he paid ^d. rent to said Osbert, and Id. to 
the King for Stretward. His son William was 26 years of age.^® 
To the scutage of 1260 William le Franceys is charged on ^V*^ ^^ 
a fee ; but in the same year Margery, Juliana, and Alice, daughters 
and coheirs of William le Fraunceis, are registered as having fined 
20^. each in 1258 for their relief of his inheritance. Either then 
the age of William le Franceys, Junior, was much understated at 
his Father's death, or these women were his Sisters. The estate 
seems eventually to have centred in Alice ; for a Writ of October 
16, 1306, orders an Inquest to be taken on the death of Alisia de 
Frense, and a Jury which met on October 31st, found that the De- 
ceased had held 36 acres in capite at Sutton; — that the service 
arrentaied thereon was 2s. 6d. per annum ; — that the tenement was 
worth 13«. per annum, and that Roger le Frense was heir to the 
deceased, and upwards of 28 years of age.^' 

In April 1323 Roger le Frensh being dead, an Inquest taken at 
Munslow found him to have held a messuage and 30 acres in capite 
at 2^. %d. rent, and by service and suit at Munslow Hundred-Court 
every three weeks. William le Frensh his son was aged twenty-one 
on March 25, 1323.'«> 

4. Roger de Oirros was enfeoffed in 1225 by Robert de Sutton 
in half a virgate, for a reserved rent of 2d. Roger de Girros in 
1231 transferred his interest to — 

William de Corne, on whom the Arrentation of 1247 sets a 
Crown-rent of 2*. 6rf., valuing his tenement at 8*. per annum. Con- 
sistent mention is made of William de Come on the Pipe-Roll of 
1250 as paying a rent of 28. 6d. per annum, and on the Scutage 
Rolls of 1254 and 1260 as owing -j^th of a knight^s-fee. Also on 
the Hundred-Roll of 1255 we have his tenure and rent duly stated ; 
but I hear no more of his family as connected with Sutton, and I 
think that their interest must have gone to some other Tenant. 

5. Alexander the Chaplain, otherwise called Alexander de 
Thideliby, was enfeoffed in one virgate, at Sd. rent, by Robert de 
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Sutton in 1225. He was dead in 1247, and no ArrentatUm was set 
upon his infant daughters, whose rights indeed seem to have been 
invaded by the other Tenants during their minority. In November 
1249 Nicholas de la More was allowed at Westminster to sue John 
le King and others in behalf of the said Infants. Four suits fol- 
lowed, but in three cases out of the four the Defendants made out 
a good title, and the fourth case was adjourned. The list however 
of 1251 gives two maidens, Johanna and Lucia, among the Co- 
tenants of Sutton, so that they had either retained or regained 
something. The Hundred- Roll also of 1255 says that Johanna and 
Lucia, daughters and Grantees of Alexander the Chaplain, paid the 
King an annual rent of 3«. 4d., which indicates a considerable in- 
terest. However, to Aid and Scutage they were never assessed in 
their own names. In 1256, as we shall see, another Tenant in Sut- 
ton recovered certain land against them. Again in Easter Term 
1260 Nichola de Corfton was suing Johanna fitz Alexander, Luda 
her Sister, William fitz Hugh, Geofirey de Wychecot, Robert his 
son, and Richard Achilles, to oblige them to keep an agreement 
which they had made with Simon de London,"^ Nichola^s Brother, 
about 21 acres in Sutton and in Diddlebury. The Defendants failed 
to appear, and the case was adjourned to Michaelmas Term. Mean- 
time, that is in October 1259, 1 find Richard son of Roger Buffard 
suing Richard le Waleys for disseizin in Little Sutton. The cause, 
long unheard, eventually assumed another form. In August 1267 
Richard Bufiard sued several petty Tenants for 5 acres in Sutton, 
of which he asserted his Father Roger to have died seized. Ri- 
chard said that Lucia and Johanna, daughters of Alexander the 
Chaplain, having the premises in fee, had enfeofied his Father, and 
then conceded them to Richard le Waleys. On the other hand it 
was shown that Roger Buffard had only had a nine-years^ term in 
the premises firom Lucia and Johanna. So Richard Bufiard was 
non-suited.^ Another Suit of mort d^ancestre, which the same Ri- 
chard had against Geoffrey de Sutton for a quarter of an acre, was 
withdrawn.^^ 

6. William Cheles was enfeoffed in a noke at a rent of \d. in 
1231, and by Robert de Sutton. Perhaps he was dead in 1247; 
for William de Cheles Junior was then Tenant of 16 acres, of 4*. 
annual value. The Arrentation set upon him was probably 2s., 
though in one of the duplicate Rolls it is stated to be Is. He was 

3* For Simon de London, see Vol. II, I ^ Assizes, 51 Hon. Ill, m. 5 recto and 
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in minority at the time. In Easter Term 1250 Cristina de Cheles 
was impleaded by Joanna and Lucia fitz Alexander for 4 acres in 
Parva-Sutton. In November following, Cristina, who was widow 
of William de Cheles Senior, appeared in Court. The Plaintiflfe 
sued under the same form as they sued William fitz Henry, viz. as 
having obtained ingress through Osbert de Sutton, etc. Cristina 
showed that she held one-third of the premises in dower, and two- 
thirds as Ouardian of her Son William. The case was adjourned 
till the said William should have attained his majority. The Pipe- 
Roll of 1250, the Tenant-list of 1251, the Hundred-Roll of 1255, 
the Assessments to the Aid and Scutage of 1254 and 1260, — all 
mention William de Cheles as a Sutton Tenant. His rent to the 
Crown was 2s. ; his tenure too was assessed as ^V^^ ^f ^ Knight^s- 
fee. In January 1256 William de Cheles, being apparently of age, 
sued Lucia and Johanna fitz Alexander for 6^ acres, Ingretha 
Spich and Johanna de Corfton for 2 acres, and Elyas de Sutton 
for half an acre in Sutton. Elyas called William le Chapeleyn to 
warranty ; the latter called Johanna and Lucia, who therefore were 
the main Defendants in the case. William Cheyles recovered the 
whole, as his inheritance derived firom his Father.^ 

7. Thomas de Baskerville was enfeoffed in 11 acres at 1^. 
rent, by Robert de Sutton in 1235. This was Thomas de Basker- 
ville of Pickthom, Northwood, etc., of whom I have spoken so 
often, and who will recur again to us under Lawton. No Arrenta- 
tion was set upon this Tenure in 1247, nor is it named on the Roll. 
However it still existed, for in 1251 Walter, son of Roger de Bas- 
kerville, is entered on the list of Sutton Tenants ; — not quite accu- 
rately perhaps ; for in 1255 Anastasia, relict of Roger son of Thomas 
de Baskerville, was holding this tenement in dower. 

8. Robert de Stanton Lacy was enfeoffed in 30 acres, at 3d. 
rent, by Robert de Sutton in 1235. Robert de Stanton gave 18 
acres of this estate to Nicholas fitz Reginald de Stanton. Moreover 
Roger, son of Robert de Stanton, gave the residue (here said to be 
13 acres) to William fitz Henry before mentioned, reserving a rent 
of 5^.^ thereon. One of these transfers was before, the other after 
the Arrentation of 1247, for that Record exhibits Nicholas de Stan- 
ton as holding 16 acres and Roger de Stanton as holding a bovate^^ 

33) where it was equiyalent to a fourth- 
part of a virgate, i. e. to 15 acres, accord- 
ing to the usual estimate of the vii^te in 
Shropshire. Here again wo hare the 
Bovate equal to from 12 to 14 acres. 



^ AsaUet, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 13 dorso. 

5* Sic, 

^ Various Eecords make the BovcUe 
to have consisted of from 8 to 24 acres. 
We have liad an instance (Vol. IV, p. 
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in the Sutton Sorjeantry. The then annual value of these tenures 
was 6^. Sd. and 4s,, and an arrentation of is, and 1^. was set upon 
them respectively. The two sub-tenancies which thus arose I must 
speak of separately. — 

Nicholas de Stanton's alleged feofiment by Robert de Stanton 
before 1247 has to be reconciled with another fact. John le King 
was impleaded in Michaelmas Term 1249 by Johanna and Lucia 
iitz Alexander for 10 acres. In Michaelmas Term 1250 John le 
King showed that he was Tenant for life of these 10 acres, not 
having ingress therein through Osbert de Sutton, as the Plaintiffs 
alleged, but through Robert de Stanton, whose Deed he produced. 
The Jury confirmed this statement, and the Plaintiffs were non- 
suited. I conceive then that Nicholas fitz Reginald had the re- 
version or fee-simple of these 10 acres, and that so his name appears 
in the Arrentation of 1247, the Tenant-list of 1251, the Aid-Roll 
of 1254, the Hundred-Roll of 1255, and the Scutage-Roll of 1260, 
his Crown-rent being 2s,, his nominal Tenure -^\h of a Knight's- 
fee. 

As to Roger de Stanton who inherited the residue of this tene- 
ment from his Father, his name figures in the same Records as the 
person liable to the Crown for 1*. rent and the service of ^\th of a 
Knight's-fee. However he had suh-enfeoffed William fitz Henry 
before Easter Term 1250, when the latter was impleaded by Lucia 
and Johanna fitz Alexander for 10 acres, eight of which, as he 
afterwards proved, he had by feoffment of Roger, son of Robert de 
Stanton. I have already quoted the Inquisition of 1278, which so 
accurately distinguishes the Tenement held in capite by William 
fitz Henry, deceased, from the 12 acres which he held under Roger 
de Stanton, at a rent of 13rf., the said Roger being responsible for 
the King^s rent of 1*. assessed thereon. 

9. Richard fitz Philip was enfeoffed in one noke at 6rf. rent in 
1235, and by Robert de Sutton. This rent (variously stated as \s,) 
was one of those given by Robert de Sutton to Henry the Moneyer, 
and quit-claimed, by the son of the latter, to the Crown before 1247. 
The Arrentation of that year estimates Richard fitz Philip's tene- 
ment at 18 acres, worth Qs, Sd. yearly, and sets thereon a Crown- 
rent of 2*. The Records of 1251, 1254, 1255, and 1260 make con- 
sistent mention of this tenure, adding Richard fitz Philip's liability 
as Tenant of ^th of a Knight's-fee. 

10. Reginald de Heyton was enfeoffed by Robert de Sutton in 
1239, at ^d, rent. The Arrentation does not assess him, his Tenure 



LITTLE SUTTON. 99 

being one of those included in Osbert de Sutton's fine^ "where he is 
called Reginald fitz Wymund. In 1255 his Tenure was detached 
from this group, and his proportion of Crown-rent said to be Sd. 
He was one of the Tenants impleaded by Osbert de Sutton's Widow 
in 1259, viz. for a third of 2 acres ; which 2 acres were, I suppose, 
all he held. Adam de Heyton had succeeded to Reginald in 1262, 
and John, son of Reginald de Heyton, occurs at Sutton in 1306. 

11. Herbert de Wichcotb was enfeoffed in 3 acres, by Robert 
de Sutton in 1239, at ^d, rent. Like Reginald de Heyton his 
Crown-rent of Sd, is first apportioned on him in 1255. Alina, 
widow of Osbert de Sutton, sued him for dower in 1259, viz. for a 
third of 2 acres. Herbert's successor was probably Geoifrey de 
Wichcote, who has been mentioned under Great Sutton as occur- 
ring in 1271,^® and also under Stokesay.*^ An Inquest taken at 
Little Sutton Feb. 20, 1309, on the death of Hugh, son of Geoffrey 
de Wychcote, states his tenure in capiie there to have been 8 acres 
and his arrentation 6d. The annual value thereof was 2^. Sd, A 
messuage and 15 acres which he had in Great Sutton were held 
under Matilda Bumel. Hugh his son and heir was aged 26 years 
and more on Nov. 1, 1308.^ 

12. Elyas de Sutton was enfeoffed in 1240 by Osbert de Sutton 
in one noke, at Irf. rent, also in 7 acres, at 2rf. rent. The Arrenta^ 
tion of 1247 estimates his tenure as 2 bovates, worth 7s, per annum, 
and fixes his Crown-rent at 2s, The Records of 1251, 1254, and 
1260 make consistent mention of this tenure and Crown-rent, but 
the Hnndred-RoU of 1255 inaccurately specifies only 1*. of Crown- 
rent. This is the last of the eight greater Tenures in Sutton, each 
said to owe the service of -j^th of a knight^s-fee. The Inquest on 
Elyas de Sutton^s death is preserved. The Writ of Diefn clausit 
bears date July 20, 1262. Among the Jurors are Adam de Heyton, 
Robert Wymund, and William fitz Henry de Sutton. The deceased 
had held 25 acres in Little Sutton of 4«. 8rf. annual value, by a 
service of 2s, yearly to the Crown. He also had held of the King 
of Almagne a carucate of land, worth 34*. per ammm, at a rent of 
10*. (The latter tenure was in Great Sutton.) Elyas, son and heir 
of the deceased, was at least 24 years of age. In this same year 
(1262) John, son of Elyas de Sutton, was amerced 12d. for vert, and 
assessed 12d, for an imbladement within Regard of the Long Forest. 
At the Assizes of 1272 Elyas de Sutton (John^s elder brother) was 
a Juror for Munslow Hundred -, so too at the Inquisition of 1274. 

2* Supra, pp. 96 and 67. | ^ Inquisifions, 2 Edw. IT, No. 11. 



100 



LITTLE SUTTON. 



He was again on the Munslow Jury at the Assizes of 1292, and one 
of the Jurors to try Fleas of Quo Waranto at the same Iter, I 
have already given particulars of Elyas de Sutton^s interest in Lower 
Hayton, and of his grant thereof to Acombury Nunnery in 1299.^ 
The Inquest which defined his estate in Lower Hayton said further 
that besides his grant to Acombury he had three carucates of land 
in Sutton and Possethome, and 100*. annual rent in the same 
vills.^ 

In June 1300 Helias de Sutton occurs as one of the Verderers of 
the Royal Forests of Shropshire.^ The time of his death I cannot 
ascertain, but he was succeeded by his son Richard, who was de- 
ceased May 27, 1324. The swd Richard's tenure in capite was 
found by Inquest, held August 10 following, to have been a mes- 
suage, 12 acres of land, and one acre of meadow, the arreniation 
whereon was 1«. He held also a messuage, 36 acres of land, and 
5«. rent in Great Sutton of Sir John de Handlo, by service of 7s. 
rent. John de Sutton, son and heir of Richard, was 15 years of 
age on June 24, 1324.*^ 

13. Richard Walsh (Walensis) held by rent of 12rf. under Ro- 
bert de Sutton; which rent Robert de Sutton gave to Henry the 
Moneyer, together with a meadow, for which the said Henry was to 
pay 3d. per annum. William, Henry's son, quU-claimed the rent of 
12rf. to the Crown, and gave the meadow up to Stephen de Buterley, 
the King's Escheator. These surrenders were probably before 1251. 
Then Richard Wallicus is entered as a Sutton Tenant. He is called 
Richard le Waleysin 1259, when Alina, widow of Osbert de Sutton, 
sued him for thirds of a messuage and 6 acres in Sutton. Roger 
le Walse, perhaps of this family, occurs on a Sutton Jury in 1306. 

14. Other Tenants were Robert Merth, enfeoflTed before 1255 by 
Osbert de Sutton in a messuage and garden, worth 4*. per annum, 
at id. rent; — John fitz Henry, holding 4 acres in 1247, worth 2*. 
per annum ; — Richard le Mazim, sued in 1259 by Osbert de Sutton's 
widow for thirds of a messuage and 8 acres ; — Henry de Parva Sut- 
ton and Eve his wife, similarly sued for thirds of 2 acres; — and 
lastly William le Moneur of Parva Sutton, who occurs in 1292. 
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This place has no mention in Domesday, but can hardly be con- 



» Supra, pp. 22, 23. 

» InquidUons, 27 Edw. I, No. 72. 



» Salop Chartiilary, No. 279. 

3> InqMitiHong, 18 Edw. II, No. 56. 
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sidered a member of Little Sutton^ inasmuch as the latter main- 
tained its Domesday hidage independently. However I prefer to 
speak of Lawton here, because it now forms one township with 
Little Sutton, and was associated therewith by several circumstances 
of ancient tenure. Like Little Sutton, Lawton had in the twelfth 
century become a Serjeantry, and was held in capite by those same 
Baskervilles whom I have mentioned under Aldenham, Pickthom, 
Northwood, Newton, and Little Sutton. I return for a moment to 
the question of the origin of these Baskervilles whose estates, be it 
remembered, were not only in Shropshire, but also at BradWardine, 
in Herefordshire, and at Helidon, in Northamptonshire. Connected 
as they undoubtedly were with the Baskervilles of Eardisley, that 
connection has only served to confuse all accounts of the two races 
after they became distinct. One statement would lead us to infer 
that a Ralph de Baskervill, of the elder line, acquired Eardisley and 
Willersley by marriage with Sibil, daughter of Adam de la Port;^ 
but surely Eardisley belonged to the Fief of Lacy, rather than to 
that of La Port. However in this statement we have perhaps an 
element of a much more probable theory, viz. that a Cadet of the 
Baskervilles of Eardisley, by some such marriage, and early in the 
twelfth century, acquired Bradwardine, — a fee which, as we have al- 
ready seen,^ was held in 1165 by Ralph de Baskervill under Adam 
de la Port. There are other circumstances which I have not yet 
alluded to, but which are illustrative not only of this Ralph de 
Baskervilles Tenures in Herefordshire and Shropshire, but of his 
personal history and tragical death. Like his cotemporary, Robert 
de Baskerville of Eardisley, Ralph de Baskervill was a Benefactor 
to the Priory of Brecknock. " He gave," says my authority, '' to 
the Monks of Brecknock lands at Bredwardine." His Charter was 
attested by William de Braose (who then enjoyed La Port's Barony) 
and by William de Braose the younger.^ A renewal of this Charter 
seems to have had the attestations of William de Braose Senior, 
Maud de St. Valeri his wife, and Ralph Abbot of Wigmore^ (who 
occurs in office in 1180 and 1185). Ralph de Baskervill by another 
Charter, gave Trosdref Mill, on the river Llyfni, to Brecknock,^ and 
this grant, being made in the presence of Peter Bishop of St. David's, 
must have passed between 1176, when that Prelate succeeded, and 
1191-2, when Ralph de Baskervill seems to have been assassinated. 
We cannot be far wrong in assuming that it was this Ralph de 

* J ones^B Brecknockshire, 11, 79. I ^ Moncuticon, III, 261, b. 

2 Supra, VoL I, pp.. 231-2. I 
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Baskervill who gave to the Knights Templars of Lidley his Mill of 
Lawton.* If so, the grant wiU have been made between 1185 and 
1192; for in the former year a Record of all the Templars' posses- 
sions in Shropshire was not inclusive of this item. 

The wife of Ralph de Baskervill has been before allnded to as 
having remarried to Roger fitz William, suspected to have been her 
first husband's Murderer. This Lady was undoubtedly the same 
with Nesta ap Ori£Sth, who after Ralph de Baskervill's death is said 
to have contested his grant of Trosdref Mill to the Monks of Breck- 
nock. Ultimately she withdrew this opposition and became herself 
a Bene£Eu;tress of the Priory. Her Quit^claim seems to show that 
she was surviving later than the year 1203.^ 

I have on former occasions mentioned three of Ralph de Basker- 
vill's children, viz. Thomas his heir (under age at his Father's death) , 
Nesta, who in 1199 claimed Bradwardine as her inheritance, and 
Isolda, who seems to have married a Botterell. He had perhaps 
other issue,^ but of his daughter Nesta I must here speak particu- 
larly, inasmuch as he is said to have enfeoffed her in Lawton before 
his decease. In 1211 we accordingly find Nesta de Baskerville 
among the Tenants of Shropshire Serjeantries. Her duty was to 
provide one serving-man with a lance for the ELing's army of Wales.^ 
The husband of Nesta de Baskervill was Howell fitz Adam, who 
appears to have been in rebellion and under forfeiture at the close 
of King John's reign. A precept of Henry III, dated October 18, 
1217, informs the Sheriff of Shropshire that Huwell fitz Adam had 
returned to his allegiance, and commands that his estates be restored 
to him.® In 1219 Nesta de Baskervill was deceased. A Eang's 
Writ, dated November 23, orders the Sheriff of Shropshire to seize 
the land, lately hers, in Lauton, and to allow nothing to be removed 
therefirom till further orders.* In this instance the deceased is called 



< Testa de NevUl, p. 60. 

• Jones*8 Brecknockshirey II, pp. 79, 
80. — This Qwt'claim is attested hyMa^ 
ter O. deBarri, and by Q, Archdeacon of 
Brecon, hi* Nephew ; that is, I presume, 
bj Giraldus Cambrensis, and his Nephew 
William (Qulielmus), to whom Giraldus 
in or about the year 1204 resigned the 
Archdeaooniy of Brecknock. 

' There was an Alice de Baskerrill who 
granted to Brecknock Priory a messuage 
in Bredwardine, which " Adam the Smith 



had formerly held under her Brother." 
She may have been a Sister or a daxighter 
of Ralph de Baskervill, but the meagre 
way in which her Deed is quoted by Jones, 
destroys its genealogical bearing. It is 
tested by Sir Walter de Baskerville,— of 
Eardisley I presume. The Heads of that 
House from 1186 to 1282 were all named 
Walter. 

7 Testa de NevUl, p. 65. 

" Rot. aaus. I, 330. 

» Boi. Fin. 4 Hen. Ill, m. 9. 
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Nesta Bogham^ a name which I suppose belonged to her as the wife 
of Howel fitz Adam. Another King's Writ dated November 23, 
1220, recites that Hoel fitz Adam was the surviving husband of 
Nesta de Baskerville, and had issue by her. This alluded to his 
rights by Courtesy of England^ and the King enjoins that he have 
seizin for life of all her inheritance in Lautun.^^ It would seem 
that Howell fitz Adam's title was under dispute, the Counter-claim- 
ant being his brother-in-law Thomas de Baskervill. Both in Hilary 
and Easter Terms 1221 the latter appeared in the Courts of West- 
minster in his suit against Howel fitz Adam. The case was ad- 
journed till the Justices Itinerant should visit Shropshire ; and the 
land was seized into the King's hand in consequence of the Defend- 
ant's non-appearance. At the Asdizes of November 1221 the case 
was again adjourned ; for on some ground or other the Defendant 
was under imprisonment in one of the King's Gaols. According 
to the last entry only half a virgate of land in Lauton was in dis- 
pute, but the Westminster Plea-Roll of Trinity Term 1222 shows 
that half a hide, or in other words, the whole Manor was in litiga- 
tion. The question seems to have been whether Nesta de Basker- 
vill had really been enfeoffed by her Father Ralph, or had only had 
a life-interest in the estate. The Sheriff of Shropshire had em- 
panelled a Jury of the Viciru^e to ascertain this point. Accord- 
ingly, in Trinity Term aforesaid, the Sheriff reported to the Court 
at Westminster that he found by Inquisition that Nesta had been 
seized of Lauton before her Father's death, viz. from a period com- 
mencing between Christmas (Dec. 25) and the Purification (Feb. 2), 
and ending at the feast of St. Augustine (May 26). The latter was 
probably the day of Ralph de Baskervill's murder ; for the Jurors 
further reported that '' after her Father's death Nesta was in like 
manner seized of Lawton." 

I cannot discover any proof that Howel fitz Adam or his issue 
by Nesta de Baskervill maintained any claim in Lawton. In the 
year ending Michaelmas 1223 Thomas de Baskervill fined in the 
laj^e sum of 12 merks for some Inquest to be had. In October 
1224 he names Hugh Peche as his Attorney in a plea of land against 
Roger de Furchis,^^ and this land appears by an entry on the Plea- 
Roll of Hilary Term 1225 to have been half a virgate in Lauton. 
Cotemporarily Roger de Furchis had a coimter-suit, about certain 
chattels, against Thomas de Baskervill ; and the Courts of West- 
minster issued an order prohibiting him from prosecuting the latter 

'» Rot. Clau9. I, 441. | » Rot. Clans. II, 154. 
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suit in Court-Christian, as he had commenced doing. In July 1226 
three Coheiresses appear as claiming half the Manor of Lauton 
against Thomas de Baskervill. These were Alice wife of John fitz 
Simon, Agnes wife of Peter de Aldermoneston, and Isabel wife of 
Hugh de Radenovre. Each claimant seems to have made her hus- 
band an Attorney in the suit, but the result I know not. 

In 1228 Thomas de Baskerville pays a Crown debt of 5 merka^ 
which had previously been charged in Norfolk against Master Mi- 
chael Belet on behalf of the said Thomas. 

Thomas de Baskervill died, as I have before shown, in 1241, and 
his son and heir Roger died in 1244, leaving a Widow, Anastasia, 
and a son Walter, then an Infant. An Inquisition of Munslow 
Hundred, taken about 1251, represents the " Heir of Roger de 
Baskervill as holding Lanston by Seijeantry.''^^ This was not quite 
correct; for the said heir was still in minority, and his Mother Ana- 
stasia was holding Lauton in dower. In Michaelmas Term 1253 
Anastasia had remarried to Robert Mauduit, and Henry le Maratin 
was suing Robert Mauduit and Anastasia his said wife, for a debt 
of 9 merks. The Defendants had been attached by William Sd- 
mund of Lauton, but did not appear. The Munslow Jurors of 1255 
said that Robert Mauduit held Lauton by Seijeantry of the King, 
in the name of the dower of Anastasia his wife. It contained half 
a hide of land. The service due from the Tenant was to find one 
Archer with bow and arrows for 15 days, in time of any Welsh war, 
at his own cost. The Manor did Suit to the Hundred, and paid 6rf. 
yearly for stretward and motfee. The whole estate of " Anastasia, 
Lady of Lauton'^ was further valued at 100*. per ammm}^ The 
Feodary of 1284 represents Robert Mauduit as still living and 
holding Lauton by Serjeantry, hut forty days' service with the King 
in Wales is said to be due from the foot-soldier whom he had to 
provide. The Munslow Jurors at the Assizes of 1292 stated the 
older service, viz. that of an Archer for fifteen days. They repre- 
sented Roger de Baskervill as then seized of Lauton. Its contents 
were 2 carucates. UnUke other Seijeantries, nothing of this estate 
had been alienated, no services were in arrear, and Roger de Bas- 
kervill had done homage to the King as Tenant.^* Another entry 
on the same Roll contradicts this last statement, and represents 
Roger de BaskerviU as fining half a merk to have respite in regard 
of his doing homage till January 1298. His estate in Lauton is 
valued at 40*. per anTium.^^ 



w Testa de NeviU, p. 60. 
^' Rot. Sundred. II, 70, 71. 
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The following Deed passed in the first sixteen years of the 
fourteenth century^ and probably on occasion of the marriage of 
Richard^ son and heir-apparent of Roger de Baskervill. — ^The said 
Roger grants to Richard^ his eldest son, for a sum of money all his 
Manor of Pykethome with 40*. rent in his Manor of Lauton, saving 
to himself the suit of the Tenants paying that rent ; — to hold of 
the Grantor^ — to Richard and Juliana his wife^ and their heirs law- 
fully begotten, at a rent of <£30. for the Grantor's life. Witnesses^ 
— Richard Talbot, Alexander de Previle, Richard de Baskervill 
(of Eardisley, I think), Richard le Brut, Roger Tirel, and Walter 
Devereus, Knights, Stephen de Neuton.^^ 

The sequel of the history of the Shropshire Baskervills is a ge- 
nealogical curiosity, and I cannot forbear transgressing my usual 
limits to give it. The Table already given will supply some of 
the details. Other facts are as follows. — Roger de Baskervill died 
about January 1339. The Serjeantry whereby he then held Pick- 
thorn had been changed, probably owing to the previous subjuga- 
tion of Wales. He was to furnish the King with a barbed arrow 
as often as the King came to hunt in Comdon Chace. He died 
seized not only of Lawton, but of the Manor of Weston Bradwar- 
dine in Herefordshire, and of a messuage and rents in the vill of 
Bradwardine. The latter item was held under the Earl of Here- 
ford (evidently as heir of De Braose) by the twentieth-part of a 
knight's-fee.^7 

Richard de Baskervill, son and heir of Roger, was " upwards of 
40 years of age'' at his Father's death, — an expression which does 
not preclude the idea that he was more than 50. He was deceased 
in 1344. Walter, his son and successor, married Elizabeth Lacy, 
who was an heiress, and brought the Manor of Cressage to her 
husband. On May 1, 1344, died Joanna de Baskerville, Walter's 
Grandmother. She had held Lawton in dower to the day of her 
death .^® Walter de Baskervill died in 1368. The Inquisition on 
his death has been lost. We only gather, from an ancient quota- 
tion thereof, that his interest at Hellidon in Northamptonshire was 
still maintained. ^^ Sir John de Baskervill, son of Walter, died 
April 3, 1374. The Inquests on his death record his interests in 
Lawton, Pickthom, Cressage, Helidon, Weston-super-Wye, and 



*• Pitchford Muniments, If the first 
witness be Richard Talbot of Eckleswell, 
rather than his jounger son Hiehard 
Ttdbot of Richard's Ciwtle, the Dl-ciI will 
hare pasiHKl before 1306. 



17 InquuitioM, 13 Edw. Ill, No. 31. 
» InquisUioM, 18 Edw. Ill, No. 12, 
*' Calendar of Inquisitions^ Vol. II, 
p. 285. 
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Bradwardine. He died in foreign parts. His son John was only 
two years of age at his death.^ His wife Katherine survived him, 
remarried to Robert Parys, and died October 29, 1423, seized of a 
third of Cressage, and probably of other portions of the Baskervill 
estates. 

John, only son of John de Baskervill, died in infancy and with- 
out issue on January 2, 1883. With him expired the elder male 
line of his House^ nine generations of which have therefore been 
traced with a degree of certainty seldom attainable in such cases. 
The heir of John de Baskervill was his first Cousin, Thomas 
Foulshurst, the infant son of his Aunt Margaret^ sometime wife of 
Robert Foulshurst.^^ Thomas Foulshurst came of age on May 
25, 1390.2» He died in 2 Henry IV (1400-1) ; but the Inquest 
on his death has been lost, and we are left to conclude from an 
abstract thereof, that he had estates at Weston-in- Bradwardine 
(Herefordshire), and at Lawton, Pickthom, Cressage, and Stanton 
Lacy in Shropshire.^ I learn from other sources that his son and 
heir, a second Thomas Foulshurst, was under age at his Father's 
death. According to one account he was still under age at the 
time of his own death, which took place in November or December 
1416. He was however seized of two-thirds of the Manors or 
vills of Pickthom, Cressage, Weston, and Bradwardine ; the re- 
maining third of each being still held by his Great- Aunt Katherine 
m dower.** 

John Foulshurst, eldest son of Thomas (II), was three years of 
age at the time of his Father's death. Several Inquisitions** taken 
in Shropshire and Herefordshire in October 1435 found him to be of 
full age, and heir of Weston, Bradwardine, Pickthom, and Ores- 
sage, the thirds of which Manors had reverted to his estate while 
he was a Minor, viz. on October 29, 1423, when his Great-Great- 
Aunt Katherine died. However one-fourth of Cressage and one- 
third of Pickthom were now the dower of Isabella, Mother of John 
Foulshurst, and so continued in 1440. 



» Inquiniiotu, 48 Edw. Ill, No. 12 ; 
49 Edw. Ill, No. 15. 

»•« Inqttisiiiofu, e Bic. II, No. Uj 
13 Ric. II, No. 18. 

28 Calendar of Inquintions, Vol. Ill, 
p. 272. 

^ Inquisitions^ 5 Hen. V. No. 22. 

» Inquintiont, 13 Hen. VI, Nob. 18 
and 22. Ono of these Inqubitiona makct 



Thomaa FoulBhunt (I), JohnV Grand- 
father, to hare been son of Alice, damgkter 
of John Baakervill, not of Margaret, 
tiHer of the same John. In the annexed 
Table I have followed the statement of 
t}io more coeral Inquests, which is doubt' 
less correct. In fact, tliis Inquest, of 13 
Hen. VI, asserts a desMxnt which chro- 
nology shows to have been impossible. 
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John FoTilshurst died in September 1436 without issue. William 
his Brother, was his heir, and being of fall age succeeded to Heli- 
don in Northamptonshire, to Pickthom and Cressage in Shrop- 
shire, and to Weston and Bradwardine in Herefordshire, except so 
far as his Mother had dower in those estates.^ William Fouls- 
hurst died on the 16th or 21st of October 1439 without issue. 
His estates, enumerated in an Inquisition of the following year, 
were the Manor of Helidon in Northamptonshire, called Basher" 
vyle's Manor, the Castle of Bradwardine and the Manor of Weston 
in Herefordshire, three-fourths of Cressage and two-thirds of Kck- 
thom in Shropshire.^ 

William Poulshurst was the last of his line. One authority names 
Joyce his sister, but she, if a real personage, must have died before 
him and left no issue. It was now necessary to go back several 
generations in order to identify the next heir of this House. The 
said heir was found to be John de Baskervill, son of Richard, son 
of Richard, son of Richard de Baskervill, which last Richard was 
younger brother of that Walter de Baskervill who married Elizabeth 
Lacy, and died in 1368. It is clear therefore that nothing of the 
blood of Elizabeth Lacy was in John de Baskervill. Cressage here- 
upon escheated to William, Duke of York, as Lord of the Fee, and 
in default of any known heir of Elizabeth Lacy. Sir John Basker- 
vill, Knight, then upwards of 30 years of age, succeeded in 1440 to 
the Baskervill estates proper. I have not examined all the autho- 
rities which supply further details of this subject. I must be con- 
tent therefore to conclude with a summary of what I beUeve to have 
been the sequel. The younger male line, represented in 1440 by 
Sir John de Baskervill, fiEuled. The next heir was found by revert- 
ing one generation further back than in the last instance. Joanna, 
daughter of Roger de Baskervill, who died in 1339, had been the 
wife of Peter de Overton. The line of Overton had ended in a fe- 
male heir, — Johanna wife of William Worthyn. Again the line of 
Worthyn had ended in an heiress, Eleanor or Ellen, wife of John 
Bruyn. Maj^ery Bruyn, great-granddaughter, and eventually sole 
heir of the said John and Eleanor, married William Otley of Pitch- 
ford. Thus the Otleys came to represent the eldest extant line of 
the Shropshire Baskervills. 

But this was not all. There was a younger House of Baskervills 
which also seems to have become extinct, and its representation to 
have gone to the Otleys as the next known heirs. The Ancestor of 

» I^Mions, 15 Hen. VI, No. Il, \ ^ InquuUiona, 18 Hen. VI, No. 54, 
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this younger house seems to have been Thomas de BaskerviU of 
Newton^ living in the last half of the thirteenth century^ and being 
probably either the Nephew or younger son of that Roger de Baa- 
kervill who died in 1241. Thomas de Baskervill, styled of Newton, 
seems to have had a son John, styled of Eaton Masoott. From 
Margaret, daughter and heir of John, descended Roger de Pickthom, 
but in what way is not quite clear. Roger de Pickthom was how- 
ever son of William de Pickthom, and William de Pickthom was 
cotemporary with Roger de BaskerviU who died in 1839. 

William de Pickthom and Roger de BaskerviU are incidentally 
mentioned in a Deed of 1339-40, which I have already quoted under 
Northwood.^ The curious indorsement of that Deed by Adam 
Otteley of Pitchford, I have also adverted to. The consanguinity 
and heirship asserted in the said indorsement, I have now endea- 
voured, and I trust not unsuocessftdly, to verify. 



iHetfitun, iier«Jton, iWarston* 



This place seems to have been in the Parish of Diddlebury, but 
its exact situation I am unable to trace. Domesday notices it as 
follows : — " The same William (Pantulf) holds Mcrston (of the Earl). 
Gamel and Uluric held it (in Saxon times). Here is a hide and a 
half geldable. There is (arable) land (sufficient) for iii ox-teams. 
In demesne there is i team, and ii Serfs and iii Boors. The Manor 
was formerly worth 15^. per annum. Now it is worth LO*."^ 

The Saxon interest of Uluric (or Aluric) associates this Manor 
with those other three in Culvestan Hundred which we have already 
noticed as going to William Pantulf. In another respect the his- 
tory of Merston diflTers very remarkably from that of Middleton Hig- 
ford, Ledwich, and Little Sutton. The Seigneury of Merstun re- 
mained with William Pantulf s Representatives for at least two cen- 
turies eSter Domesday ; and very little more than this is known about 
the place. The Munslow Inquisition of 1255 says that Ralph le 
Butiler (he was then Baron of Wem) holds Meryston of the King. 
It was estimated to contain two carucates and one virgatc. It did 
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no 9uit to the Hundred, nor did it pay strettvard or motfee. More- 
over it is noted that the Vill of Merston made no appearance at the 
taking of this Inquest.^ 

These immunities, singular as they are in such a case, may per- 
haps be associated with a fact in the history of the House of Pantulf, 
to which I shall hereafter refer. 

In Hilary Term 1278, Ralph le Botyler of Wemme, and Matilda 
his wife, concurred in a Fine which was substantively a grant or 
settlement of this Manor to the nse of Nicholas de Seymor and 
Alice his wife, with remainder to the heirs of Nicholas by the said 
Alice. On failure of such heirs and on death of the Survivor of 
Nicholas and Alice, the Manor was to revert to Ralph le Botyler 
and his wife, or to the heirs of the latter, quit of any other heirs 
of Nicholas. A rent of one rose was reserved to the Grantors, and 
the Grantees are said to pay £100. for the Fine.^ 

John de Merston, probably an Under-tenant here occurs on a 
Jury at Little Sutton in 1306. 

Marston Chapel. — A List of Destroyed Chapels points out one 
at Mershton alias Marston, in Diddlebury Parish, and quotes the 
Hereford Registers in support of its sometime existence.* Nothing 
can be more probable than that an isolated Manor should have such 
a Chapel, but the site thereof is of course less determinable than 
that of the Manor itself. 



Clee Stanton. 



This was the only Manor in Culvestan Hundred held by the 
Monastery of Wenlock, at Domesday. That Record describes it as 
follows : — " The same Church (St. Milburg's) held (in Saxon times) 
and still holds Clee. Here are ii hides. Here is one Tenant {?iomo) 
and one ox-team, and there is capability for six other teams. Its 
former value was 18*., now it is worth 6s. per annum.^^^ 



• Rot. Hundred. II, 71, 72. 

3 Pedes FiniuM, 6 Edw. I, Salop. I 
observe that this Fme bars the succession 
of any supposable heirs of Alice by a se- 



cond husband. It is difficult to say whe- 
ther it represents a purchase or a gift. 

* Dukee^a AtUiquities, Appendix, p. xii. 

* Domesday^ fo. 252, b, 2. 
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In the twelfth century Hugh and Ivo de Clinton were successive 
Tenants of Clee Staunton under Wenlock Priory. I have said under 
Henley that Ivo de Clinton, who was living in 1194, was deceased 
in 1208. Within the same interval Joibert Prior of Wenlock ex- 
pedited the following curious Charter, allowing to Ysabella, widow of 
Ivo de Clinton, half the vill of Stanton in dower, and giving her the 
other half, in custody with her son Hugh, the infant heir of Ivo, 
and making other contingent provisions which the Deed itself will 
explain. — " Sdant presentes et futuri quod ego Josbertus Prior de 
Wenloke, consensu totius Conventiis nostri, concessi et h&c cart& 
nostr& confirmavi Ysabdlse uxori Yvonis de Clintuna medietatcm 
vilke de Stauntuna qu» ad nos pertinebat cum custodift filii sui, hse- 
redis ejusdem villse, Hugonis nomine: — habendam et tenendam cum 
pertinenciis suis usque ad legitimam SBtatem memorati Hugonis : — 
reddendo inde et de ali& parte villse, quam habet nomine dotis, an- 
nuatim duas marcas argenti. Et si prsedictus Hugo interim forte 
moriatur, qui superfuerit de fratribus ejus, filiis Yvonis, ei, sub hAc 
convencione, succedet. Quod si omnes pueros illos contingat interim 
mori, soror illorum, ad quam hsereditas illadevolvenda est, ad manus 
Prioris et Conventiis de Wendoke et donacionem, cum terr& ill& de 
Stauntun& solite revertetur.^ Taliter coucessum est prsedictae Ysa« 
bellse pro decem marcis argenti, quas nobis pro hiis habendis dedit. 
Et si forte prsenominata Ysabella ante legitimam setatem heeredum 
suonim moriatur, Willielmus de Burleia, frater ejusdem, memoratain 
custodiam sub prsescriptft convencione habebit. Et si ipse Williel- 
mus decesserit, Helyas de Huggaleia avunculus predictae Ysabellse 
id ipsum tenebit. His testibus HeM de Huggaleia, Williclmo de 
Burleia, Magistro Williclmo, Idnardo Portario, Williclmo de Lon- 
gavilla, Bogero Barat, Waltero de Stauntuna et Pctro fratre ejus, 
ct multis aliis.^'* 

I am at a loss for any proof of Hugh de Clinton's eventual suc- 
cession. Philip de Clinton represented the family in 1240, and in 
1255 this same Philip is entered as Lord of Staunton, holding it of 
the Prior of Wenlock, and still paying a chief-rent of 2 merks per 
annum, Philip was fourth Juror for the Liberty of Wenlock, and 



' That is, if Ivo de Clinton's daughter 
eventually became an heiress, the Prior and 
Convent, not her Mother, were to dispose 
of her in marriage. 

> Wenlock Bcgister at Willey, fo. B. 
There is a peculiarity in the style of this 
deed which makes it probable that it was 



dictated by Prior Joibert himself rather 
than composed by an ordinary Convey- 
ancer. Its lucidity and comparative fair- 
ness do credit to its Author, — whether 
the rich and prosperous PluraliBt I have 
suggested, or some one else. 
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consequently one of those who made this presentment. His Ante- 
cessors at Clee Staunton had done suit to Munslow Hundred till 
the time of King Richard, when as in other of St. Milburg^s Manors, 
their suit was transferred to the Franchise of Wenlock.* At this 
time, I should observe. Stoke St. Milburg is said to contain no 
more than 20 hides, though inclusive of Clee Staunton. I have 
already commented on this presumed mistake,^ which unless under- 
stood might prevent our identifying the Clee of Domesday with the 
Clee Staunton of a later period. Such diminutions of the reputed 
hidage of a Manor or Manors were in most cases encroachments on 
the rights of the Crown ; but in the present instance the change was 
little likely to be observed, for in respect of St. Milburg's Manors 
the Crown had no longer any rights dependent on hidage to guard. 

At the Assizes of January 1256 William fitz Hugh of Stanton 
was suing Philip de Clinton to allow him to have estovers in Philip's 
wood of Stanton. Philip did not appear, but by a Pine levied at 
Westminster in Michaelmas Term following, he conceded the right 
in the woods called Hanacre and Bondiwode, while the Plaintiff re- 
nounced all claim in the woods called The Pitte and the Hawe, In 
this same year Philip de Clinton was returned among those who 
holding 15 Ldbrates of lands were not yet Knights. A Patent, dated 
in July, exempts him from the implied obligation for an indefinite 
period. In 1261 I find mention of Philip de Clinton as one of the 
Coroners of Shropshire ; and at the Assizes of 1272 his name appears 
among those who were to give account of their conduct in that office. 
At these same Assizes William fitz Hugh served on the Jury for 
Munslow Hundred : an obligation however which can hardly have 
arisen firom any interest which he may have had in Clee Stanton. 
The Ecclesiastical Taxation of 1291 registers the Prior of Weulock's 
seignoral right in Staunton as an unsized rent of £.\ . 6«. 8^^., t. e, 
2 merks per annum.^ 

Ivo de Clmton who succeeded to Philip sometime between 127 i 
and 1284, appears at the Assizes of October 1292, as answering for 
Philip's discharge of his duties as Coroner during the latter part of 
his life. Ivo de Clinton was himself holding that office, and had 
to answer on his own account. He was living in 1300, as I have 
shown under Henley, but in March 1316 John de Clinton was Lord 
of Henley.^ In conclusion I observe that the Foreign Rent- Roll of 



* Rot. Hundred. II, 85. I ^ Pope Nich. Taxation, p. 164. 

« Supra, Vol. lY, pp. 7, 8. I " ParUnmentary Writs, IV, 397 

v. 17 
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Wenlock Priory, taken iu 1521-2, gives the Lord of Clee Staunton 
as still paying his chief-rent of .€1. 6s. Sd. to that house.® The 
Ministers' Accounts of 1541-2 record the same due among the Assets 
of the late Priory. 



f^ope 3Bobjtrlet, formerly jpotlintt«j)Ope* 



Domesday has the following notice of this Manor : — " The same 
Hugh (fitz Turgis) holds (of Earl Roger) Fordritishope. Edric Sal- 
vage held it (in Saxon times). Here are In hides gcldable. The 
(arable) land is (sufficient) for vi ox- teams. In demesne are li 
teams and (there are) iiii Serfs, ii female Serfs, and ii Villains with 
one team. There are two leagues [kuuce) of wood. In King Ed- 
ward's time the Manor was worth 25*. [per annum). Now it is 
worth 15«."i 

Of Edric Sylvaticus or Savage 1 have already spoken at length.^ 
Though Mortimer of Wigmore was enriched with most of his Shrop- 
shire estates, we have here an exception to that rule. Who Hugh 
fitz Turgis was I cannot say, more than that he held two other 
Manors, Wilderley and Chelmick, under Earl Roger at Domesday. 
It is probable that his Shropshire interests expired with tliose of 
Earl Robert de Bclesme ; for in the next succeeding period we find 
his three Manors annexed to the Honour of Montgomery, that is, 
to the Fief which King Henry I bestowed on Baldwin de Boilers. 

A word now as to the different names by which this place has 
been known. In some early Saxon aera, luichronicled by Domesday, 
it was the Hope, or Valley,"^ of Forthred. Hence its Domesday name 
of Fordritishope. In the hands of Baldwin de Boilers or his descen- 
dants it acquired the distinctive name of Hope Boilers or Buthlers, 
of which Bowdlcr is the modern form. We shall see it occasionally 
described simply as the Manor of Hope. 

I do not propose here to give any account of the succession of 



« Seffister at Willey, fo. 39. 

' Domesday, 'io. 258, b, 2. 

2 Supra, Vol. Ill, pp. 48-50. 

^ To what I Iiave already stated (Vol. 



IV, p. 1) as to the meaning of the word 
Hope^ I should add that Camden under- 
stood it to be "a hill-side.*' 
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the Lords of Montgomery, though they will occur occasionally as 
Seignoral Lords of Hope Bowdler. 

In the year 1201 Robert de Bullers was Lord of Montgomery, 
and Roger de Say was apparently his Tenant in the Fee of Hope 
Bowdler. Both had been impleaded by Richard de Wilderley (who 
then held Wilderley of the same Honour of Montgomery) for the 
Vill of Hop. The suit seems to have been one of mort d'ancestre 
originally, but had been partially arranged ; for in the Quinzaine of 
Michaelmas, a precept issued from theCourts at Westminster ordering 
that Richard de Wilderley should, before the Quinzaine of St. Martin, 
give security to the said Robert and Roger for the money which he 
had agreed to pay them.* Another precept in the same term orders 
the parties to come and receive their Chirograph in Hilary Term 
1202.* The Fine thus indicated is preserved. It was levied at 
Westminster in Hilary Term, 1202. It purports to be between 
Richard de Wildredeslege, Plaintiff, and Robert de Bullers and 
Roger de Say, Tenants, of the whole t?i// of Hope, whereof there had 
been suit of mort d^ancestre. Robert and Roger now acknowledged 
the said vUl to be Richard^s right and inheritance, — to hold to 
Richard and his heirs for ever, under them and their heirs, by the. 
service pertaining to the land in question ; — saving however to one 
Robert Witbret his former tenement in the same fee, — to hold to 
the said Robert Witbret and his heirs under Richard de Wildredes- 
lege and his heirs, Robert Witbret performing the same sendees to 
the said Richard as he (Witbret) had previously performed to Robert 
de Boilers. For this recognition and fine, Richard de Wildredes- 
lege gave to Robert de Bullers 110 merks, and to Roger de Say 50 
merks.^ 

Of Roger de Say I shall have other occasion to speak as a Tenant 
elsewhere in the Honour of Montgomery. His interest in Hope 
Bowdler will have been effiiced or rendered merely nominal by the 
above Fine, Richard de Wilderley now became the Tenant-in-fee 
of Hope. I shall speak of him again under Wilderley, which Manor 
with other lands he granted to Haughmond Abbey at a certain rent. 
This rent, and with it all his interest in Wilderley, was abandoned 
to the same Abbey by Stephen, son and heir of Richard de Wilder- 
ley. Hope Bowdler therefore remained as the principal estate of 
the said Stephen, who consequently appears in all instances under 
the name of Stephen de Hope. 

* Flacita, Mich. Term, 3 Jolin, m. 4 • I^edes Fimumy 3 Jolin, Safop. 

and 14 dorso. 
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At the Assizes of August 1226, Stephen de Hop, Philip Whyt- 
herd, Roger fitz Hugh, Walter fitz Emma, and Herbert Gallicus 
were found to have disseized the Prior of Wenlock of his free tene- 
ment in Tykelworthin (Ticklerton). Damages of 12«. were awarded. 
The Sureties of the Defendants were Gregory de Hope, Robert Whyt- 
bert, John, Richard, Eborard, and Robert de Raggedon, Adam fitz 
Baldwin, Richard fitz Helin, and Adam de Chelmundewyk.® At 
the same Assizes Philip Wytberd, with twenty-seven others, was 
found to have wrongfully raised a fence in Tykelworthin, thereby 
injuring the Prior of Wenlock's Tenement there. Damages of 40«. 
were given in this instance.^ 

In 1240 William de Cantilupe being Lord of the Honour of 
Montgomery, Stephen de Hope and the Abbot of Haughmond arc 
entered as holding one knight's-fee under the said William, in Hop 
and WilderdelegJ Stephen's estate was Hope Bowdler, and the 
Abbot's was Wilderley, but the two were perhaps collectively re- 
sponsible for the services impUed by this entry. 

Between the years 1240 and 1255 Stephen de Hope's interest in 
Hope Bowdler passed to Odo de Hoduet, then Seneschal of Mont- 
gomery, but in what way I cannot discover. In 1255 the Honour 
of Montgomery was in custody of Prince Edward as having ward- 
ship of the infant heirs of William de Cantilupe, late Lord of the 
said Honour. Odo de Hodnet held " Hupe Budlers'' of the said 
heirs. He did suit to County and Hundred, and is said to pay 4rf. 
for stretward and motfee? The last payment is proportionable to 
a Manor containing only a third of a hide. The Manor then which 
Odo de Hodnet thus held was probably not the whole of the Domes^ 
day Manor. I shall presently endeavour to point out other con- 
stituents of the Domesday Manor, but the collective territory thus 
ascertained will still be very short of the Domesday estimate of 
three hides. Such discrepancies, as we have often seen, do not dis- 
prove identity. 

At the Assizes of January 1256 William le Bret failed to prose- 
cute a suit of novel disseizin against Odo de Hodnet, concerning a 
tenement in Hope Bulcrs. George de Cantilupe, last Lord of Mont- 
gomery, of the male line of his House, died in the month of October 
1273. Wilderley and Hope Bowdler constituted one knight's-fce 
in his Barony, the service due on each being one-fifth and four- 

« Aisizes, 10 Hon. Ill, m. 4. I " Sot. Hundred. II, 70. 

7 Te.Ha de NevW, p. 46. I 
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fifths of a fee respectively. The whole was conventionally called the 
Fee of Hope Boulers? 

Robert Bumell^ Bishop of Bath and Wells^ among his great pur- 
chases in Shropshire^ seems to have obtained from De Hodnet a 
feoffment of this Manor. The Feodary of 1284 gives the Bishop as 
holding Hope Boulers for one fourth of a Knight's-fee under Wil- 
liam de Hodnet^ who held under the heirs of Cantilupe. On the death 
of Philip Bumel (Nephew and heir of the Bishop) in 1294, his 
tenure of the Manor of Hope Bowdler is duly recorded J^ So too 
Edward Burnell^ dying in 1315^ is said to have held Hope Boudlers 
under William la Zouche.^^ The latter, as is well known, was son 
and heir of Eudo la Zouche by his wife MiUcent, sister and coheir 
of George de Cantilupe above mentioned. 

BuiLDWAS Abbey Fee. — ^William, son of William de Chelmick, 
otherwise called William Erdulf, was a Tenant in Hope Bowdler 
under Stephen de Hope, or at least became so by the following 
Deed, which seems to me to have passed about 1240 : — " Stephen, 
Lord of Hope, grants to William, son of William de Chelmundewik, 
for his homage, that assart which was Richard de la Lude's. Wit- 
nesses, — ^Walter le Scot, of Acton (Acton Scott), Roger fitz Swein, 
Philip de Wiboldeston, Richard de Chelmundewyk, Richard fitz 
Jarward, etc."^* Again at a later period " William, son of William 
de Chelmundewik, gave with his body in burial to the Abbey of the 
Blessed Mary of Buildwas, that half-virgate in the vill of Hope, 
which Baldwin, son of William de Montgomery, held."*^ 

Stephen de Hope seems to have married Matilda, widow of Wil- 
liam, son of William de Chelmick, for the latter as Widow of Ste- 
phen de Hope released all claim to the land granted to Buildwas 
by her said first husband.^* 

The Inquisition of 1255, after giving the status of Hope Bowdler, 
adds that the '^ Abbot of Buildwas holds half a virgate therein of 
the gift of William Erdulf."i« In 1272 Isabella, granddaughter of 
William, son of William de Chelmundewick, joined with her hus- 
band, Richard de la Haye, in releasing by Pine a claim which they 
had set up against Adam, Abbot of Buildwas, to half a virgate in 
Hope. They quit-claimed " whatever the Abbot held in the said 
vill of the tenement of William, son of William de Cheilmundewyk, 
Isabella's Grandfather. For this the Abbot gave one merk.*' 



^ Haughmond Chartulary : TU, Wil- 
durley. 

^^ InquisUions, 2,2 £dw. I, No. 45, c. 



" Inquidtiont, 9 Edw. II, No. 67. 
^ Harleian MSS. 1896, fo. 65, b. 
^ Bot. Hundred. II, 71. 
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In 1291 the Abbot of Buildwas had ISs. assized rent, and 2s, 
perquisites of court in Hope Budlers.^* If the Abbey retained any- 
thing here at the Dissolution^ it is probably included in its receipts 
from Eagdon. 

Eagdon. — I am rather inclined to treat this as originally a mem- 
ber of Hope Bowdler than of Chelmick, though it is nearer the 
latter. My reason will appear immediately. — At the Assizes of Oc- 
tober 1203 John le Poer and Christiana his wife, Richard de Lind- 
leg and Matilda his wife^ and Baldwin fitz Robert and Mai^ery 
his wife, were joint Suitors against Richard de Wilderley, of whom 
we have heard as Lord of Hope Bowdler. He essoigned himself/^ 
but the case came on at Gloucester, whi£her the Justices Itinerant 
proceeded. The suit proved to be one of mort d'ancestre, the three 
female Plaintiffs claiming two virgates in Raggedon as daughters 
and Coheiresses of one William, whom they alleged to have died 
seized thereof. Richard de Wilderley adduced his Fine of Hilary 
Term 1202 with Robert de Boulers, which, be it remembered, was 
of the whole of Hope Bowdler, This Fine, as he maintained, barred 
all collateral claims : nay Simon de Patshull, a Justiciar before whom 
the Fine was levied, "and who was now in eyre, seems to have testi- 
fied that the present Plaintiffs had actually apposed (or sunk) their 
claims at the time of the Fine. Richard de Wilderley called Bald- 
win de Boulers, the heir of Robert de Boulers, to warranty, and an 
adjourned hearing was to take place at Oxford.^^ I find nothing fur- 
ther of this suit, but we shall hear of these three Coheiresses again 
in other relations. Ragdon remained a member of Richard de Wil- 
derley^s Fee of Hope Bowdler, and his interest there passed even- 
tually to De Hodnet. The Tenant of Richard de Wilderley, or of 
his son Stephen de Hope, at Ragdon, was probably one Robert de 
Leye, which Robert de Leye sometime between the years 1224 and 
1227 follows John Bonet, Sheriff, or rather Ctistos, of the County, 
in attesting a Charter to Buildwas Abbey .^^ In the year ending 
Michaelmas 1228, Robert de Leie himself acted as Custos under 
Henry de Audley, then Sheriff. Robert de Leye had a Son, a Clerk, 
called Robert de Acton. This Robert de Acton I find to have been 



** Pope Nick. Taxation, p. 163. 

^^ Amzes, 6 John, m. 1 recto, and 3 
dorso, 

" Monasticon, V, 358, No. 12. John 
Bonet was Gustos or Deputy-Sheriff first 
to the Earl of Salisbury, and then to Henry 
de Audley. In two of the years in ques- 



tion, viz. 1225 and 1226, the Pipe-Rolla 
name him as Custos without indicating Iiis 
Principal ; but that he was acting either 
under the Earl or under Audley I cannot 
doubt. It was usual in Deeds to call suoli 
a Deputy llcecomes, but Provicecomes 
would have been a more accurate style. 
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amerced at the Assizes of Autumn 1227, for not producing one for 
whom he was Surety. In 1230 Robert, Clerk of Acton, as he is 
called, first accounts for an annual ferm of 4<;?., which he had under- 
taken to pay to the Crown for removal of two acres of land from 
out of Regard of the King^s Forests. The charge is repeated on the 
annual Bolls of 1231 and 1232. In the year ending Michaelmas 
1237 Robert de Acton served as Deputy Sheriff to John le Strange. 
I shall have to speak of him elsewhere, but must here notice par- 
ticularly his grant to Build was Abbey, which must have passed be- 
tween the years 1245 and 1255. 

Thereby calling himself " Bobert de Acton, Clerk, son of Bobert 
de Lega," he gives to the Abbey, for the souls of his Father, etc. all 
his land of Baggedone, in pure aimSy together with all his commonr- 
rights in the Manor of Hope. His Deed mentions and reserves a 
certain due which lay upon that portion of the premises which was 
held by one John de Bagdon, viz. to provide one foot-soldier to do 
ward for fifteen days at Montgomery Castle. The witnesses are Sirs 
Thomas Corbet, Hugh de Scheyntone (Shineton), and William de 
Lectone (Leighton), Nicholas Parson of Hope, Philip Burnel, Bene- 
dict de Frodesleg, Bichard de Eton, and Peter de Cristesheth (Crcs- 
sage).^^ 

The Inquisition of 1255 tells us consistently that the " Abbot of 
Buildwas holds Baggedon of the gift of Bobert de Acton.'' It con- 
tained one hide, and paid \2d. per annum for stretward and motfee. 
Odo de Hodnet did suit both to the Coimty and to Munslow Hun- 
dred for Bagdon and for Hope.^® 

It is obvious from this that the mesne-interest of Stephen de Hope 
at Bagdon had passed as an appurtenance of Hope Bowdler to De 
Hodnet. At this period then Hope Bowdler, the Buildwas Abbey 
Fee therein, and the Manor of Bagdon, contained altogether 1^ 
hides and 1 virgate; — so much less than the three hides of the 
Domesday Manor that we are tempted to search for other ancient 
members of the latter. Such a search will, I believe, be vain, and 
we must leave Hope Bowdler among that large Category of Manors 
whose original hidage and liabilities had either been relaxed by the 
Crown, or tampered with by the Tenants. 

To return to Bagdon itself, — ^the Abbot of Buildwas had, in 1291, 
annual rents there amounting to £\,^ The Valtyr of 1535-6 gives 
the Abbot's receipts from Kynnerton and Bagdon together, as 

'7 Rot. Cart. 20 Edw. I, No. 40. »• Pope Nich. Taxation, 163. 

^8 Mot. Hundred. II, 70. 
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£S. 16s. 8rf.,^ but the Ministers* Accounts^ a year later, separate 
the two, leaving the rents of Baggedon £1. as before.*^ 

CHURCH AND PARISH OF HOPE BOWDLER. 

The earliest notice which I have of this Church will fall under 
the year 1231, when Stephen de Hope was remembered to have 
been its Patron, according to evidence given in a Lawsuit of 1256. 

In 1291 the Church of Hope Boulers, in the Deanery of Wen- 
lock, is valued at £4. ISs. 4(1. per annum. The Hector of Rushbury 
had also a Portion of 2s. therein.^* An Inquest of the year 1386 
states this Pension to be in lieu of a certain small amount {par^ 
HcuUb) of tithe due to the Rector of Rushbury, but arising &om 
land in Hope Bowdler Parish. 

In 1341 the Taxation of this Church, being correctly quoted 
at £4. 15«. 4d.y the Assessors of the NirUh taxed the Parish only 
£\. 6s. Sd. The mountainous nskture of the district, the poverty of 
the Tenants, and a murrain among the sheep, were partly the causes 
of this reduction. Moreover the hay-tithes, small-tithes, offerings^ 
and glebe-land were worth £2. ISs. 4d. per annum, and though 
reckoned in the Tawation, were excluded fix)m the current assess- 
ment.^ In 1534-5 the Preferment of John Masse, Rector of Hope 
Bowdler, in glebe and tithes, was valued at £6. ISs. 4}d. — ^less 6d. 
per annum for Synodals.^ 



EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

The Rector presented by Stephen de Hope in 1231 is not named. 
Perhaps it was — 

Nicholas, " Parson of Hope Bulers," who in November 1248 was 
amerced one merk for k false claim before the Justices then in eyre 
at Salop,*^ whom also we have had attesting a Buildwas Charter 
about the same time. At the Assizes of January 1256 this Nicholas 
sued the Prior of Wenlock for estovers and common-pasture in cer- 
tain woods lying in the Prior's Manor of Eaton, which he claimed 
in right of his Church. The Prior showed that the Parson of Hope 
Bowdler had enjoyed these privileges by permission only of Stephen 
de Hope, Patron of this Church twenty-five years back, which Ste- 



» Valor EccUsiasticui, IH, 191. 
^ Monasiicon, V, 361. 
22 Pope Nick. Taxation, p. 167, b. 
■^ Inquit. Nonarum^ p. 186. 



^ Valor i:cclesiasticu8,Ul,20Q. 

» Sot. Pip. 34 Hen. III.— In which 
year the amememcntfl of this Ifer appear 
on the Boll. 
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phen had them solely by unjust disseizin of the Prior. The Court 
gave judgmeBt for the Prior.^ 

Robert de Staplbtonb ; — instituted Oct. 4, 1275. Patron, Sir 
Eudo la Zouche. 

Richard Paterike; — instituted Dec. 22, 1275. Same Patron. 

Master William de Bodecote ; — instituted January 23, 1280, 
he obliging himself by oath of his Proctor to take Subdeacon^s 
Orders. Patron, Dame Milisent de Montalt.^^ 

Sir John de Chester, Subdeacon ; — instituted September 24, 
1289. Same Patron. This Rector seems to have vacated by neg- 
lecting to take Priest's Orders in conformity with a Decree of the 
Council of Lyons. His Successor was — 

Sir Richard de Bury, Acolyte; — instituted Dec. 6, 1289. Same 
Patron. 

Richard de Heaton was presented to this Church by a Patent 
of 1296, the King assuming the right of Patronage as Custos of 
Philip Burners heir.^ It is not probable that the Advowson was 
of the said heir's inheritance, but I find no remonstrance by Milisent 
de Montalt, who was still living. 

Alexander de Bokenhale, Acolyte ; — instituted Oct. 18, 1303, 
on presentation of William de la Zouche, has license to study, Feb. 
22, 1304. 

John de Beystan ; — ^instituted Sept. 3, 1349. Patron, Sir Wil- 
liam de la Zouche, of Haryngworth. 

Sir Roger de Chelmedwyke, Chaplain ;^ — instituted March 14, 
1355. Patron, Sir William de la Zouche of Haryngworth. 

John Marchaunt, probably the unnamed Rector concerned in 
an Institution bearing date May 4, 1370, resigned on Nov. 26, 1381, 
exchanging preferments with — 

Henry de Kylfsham, late Rector of the Church of St. Mary 
Magdalen, of Blatherwyce (Line. Dioc). Patron, William la Zouche. 

Sir Richard Rodde resigned this Living April 24, 1385, when — 

Simon Broune, Clerk, was instituted. Patron, William la Zouche, 
Lord of Totteneys. On January 27, 1386, Broune exchanges with — 

Roger de Houndeslowe, late Rector of Candelesby (Line. Dioc). 
Same Patron. 



s» Assizes, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 11. 
^ Widow of Eudo 1a Zouche, but usu- 
ally called Pe Montalt after her previous 



husband. 

2» Patent, 24 Edw. I, m. 17. 
» Vide supra, Vol. IV, p. 105. 



V. 



IS 



Cartitnston. 



Onlt two Culvestan Manore are recorded in Domeaday as per- 
taiDiug to the Fief of Rainald Vtcecomes. The first is Cardington, 
of which the Record oays ; — " The same Rainald holds Cardintiine 
(of the Earl). Austin, and a secoad Austin, held it in King Ed- 
ward's time for two Mauors. Here are five hides. In demesne 
there is one ox-team, and (there are) v Serfs, it Villains, and i 
Radman, with tii teams amongst them all, and still there might be 
VIII teams more here. Here are ii leagues of wood. In King 
Edward's time the Manor was worth 40«. {per annum). It is now 
worth the Bame." 

The Manor, thus described, probably comprehended Enchmarsb, 
Chatwall, and Willstone, all which are in the Parish of Cardington.* 
That Alan fitz Flaald and his descendants the Fitz Alans succeeded 
to the Domesday estates of Rainald Vicecomes, is a rule with very 
few exceptions. The first William fitz Alan gave to the Order of 
Knights Templars, Cardington, Enchmarsh, and half the Vill of 
Chatwall, also 3 merks receivable annually from Cardington Church, 
and 5«. receivable from Cardington Mill. These gifts were probably 
made in the first three years of Stephen's reign, or the first six 
years of Henry II's reign. The probability arises in this way. — 
The Order of Knights Templars had its origin in the East about 
A.D. Ills. Their introduction into England is placed by good 
authority as early in Stephen's reign, which will coincide with the 
sera of .Roger de Mowbray, one of their chief Patrons, and who 
gave them bis Lordship of Balshall, in Warwickshire. Balahall 
became a Preceptory of the Order ; and all Shropshire grants were 
reputed to be within the Bailiwick of Warwick. William fitz Alan 
who for the last sisteen years of Stephen's reign had little or no 
power to deal with his Shropshire estates, was restored in 1155 and 
died in 1160, To this period therefore we may safely attribute his 
grants to the Templars. The Knights fixed their House at Lidley, 

I Domatdaji, fo. 256, a, 1 . > Hcjs, and Plaah, but these did not bdong 

' The Parith of Cardington &1m> con- to the Dometdag Manor, and wen in bet 
taina Broome, Comlej, Holt Preen, Ljdlcy | not in Culve«( an Hundred. 
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an estate which they must have acquired nearly ootemporarily by 
grant of Herbert de Castello and Emma de Pulverbatch his wife. 

The next notice which I have of Cardington belongs to the year 
1167, when it is called "Templars' Cardinton'* {Cardinton Tern- 
plariorum), and when the Vill was amerced 2 merks by Alan de 
Nevill, Justice of the Forest.* The debt was paid in 1170.* In 
1185 we have a full survey of the Shropshire estates of the Tem« 
plars.* I here enumerate those which they had by gift of William 
Fitz Alan and confirmation of the King. In Carditon itself they 
had 18 Tenants holding half a virgate or more, and 16 Tenants 
holding less quantities. The rents varied from Ss. Ad. to 2^. on 
each half-virgate, the virgate consisting apparently of 40 acres. 
For smaller quantities than a quarter-virgate the rent was uni- 
formly 2rf. per acre. Of the thirty-four Tenants, six are said to 
pay firom 6rf. to \d, each pro fratemitate, that is, for the privilege 
of participating in the immunities of the Order ; an extra rent for 
a messuage or a mansion is also charged in three cases. Among 
the Tenants are Odo the Provost, and Inard the Priest {Sacerdos), 
who had a wife, Matilda; and it is curious that both the Priest 
and his (so-called) wife were put in charge pro fratemitate, viz. 6d. 
and 4rf. distinctively. Six Widows also were among the Tenants,, 
and two of them paid 6rf. and \d, pro fratemitate. The total re- 
ceipts firom Carditon were £5. 4«. 

At Huchemers (now Enchmarsh) the Knights had seven Te- 
nants of half a virgate, and three of lesser quantities. The same 
rates of rent were paid as in Carditon^ and there was one payment 
pro fratemitate. The total receipts were ^1. 9«. 2rf. 

At Chatewelle were eight tenements, four of which were half a 
virgate or more. Separate rents are charged on a garden, two 
messuages, ^siA pro fratemitate. The total receipts were 16^. lO^rf. 

We may reckon the whole of this estate as equal to half the 
Domesday Manor of Cardington, that is, to 2^ hides. When I 
add that it now amounted to 19^ virgates — which at Domesday 
would have constituted nearly five hides — we get a good instance 
of the altered ratio which a century had worked, as between the 
hide and the virgate. — The same hide which in 1085 contained 4 
virgates was made to supply nearly 8 virgates in 1185. 

Returning to the Survey which I have been quoting, I have to 
add that Roger Miller was Life-Tenant of Cardington Mill at a 
rent of 5^., and that Arnolf, Parson of the Church of Cardinton, 

3 Rot. Pip. 13 and 16 Hou. II, Salop. \ * MS. quoted Vol. I, p. 363, note 479. 
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paid the Templara three merks per annum for the ChuTch, and Is. 
for their fraternity. The customs of Cardmgton were that every 
acre of laud newly assarted, in Cardington or its hamlets, should 
pay 2d. per annum for the three first years of cultivation. Also all 
tenements of less than a quarter-virgate were for life only, and re- 
verted to the Lords on a Tenant's death, unless the said Tenant's 
heirs were willing to pay as much as any other bidder. Other 
customs, which related also to Lidley, shall be given under that 
Manor. 

In 1187 I find the Vill of Cardinton again amerced for waste by 
Justices of the Forest. Half a merk was chained in this instance, 
but it was excused in 1189, in accordance with a Franchise granted 
by Boyal Charter to tlie Knights of the Temple. In 1200 the VUi 
of Eartington was again amerced one mcrk for waste ; but in the 
following yera the Templars obtained a King's writ ordering their 
acquittance, in conformity with their Charter. In October 1237 
I find the Master of the Templars suing Gregory de Bottefeld and 
Adam de Wilureton for disseizing him of a tenement in Cardinton. 

At the Munslow Inquisition of 1255 the vill of Cardington made 
no appearance at all, and was not reported of. What was said of a 
moiety of Chatwall is an index to the state of the whole territory 
of the Templars. " The Templars of Lidley hold half a hide in 
Cbatwalle. They do no suit to either County or Hundred, nor pay 
slretward nor jnotfee." The King was damaged Us. per annum for 
the twenty years during which the Jurors said that the Templars 
had thus held this moiety of Chatwall.^ 

From the Inquisition of 1274 it would appear that the Templars 
were then posseesed of a part of Willatone, for tbey are presented as 
having withdrawn the suit of one-third of the vill of Wilferstoae 
from the Sheriffs Great Toum^ I must consign to a note the ex- 
traordinary account which the Feorfory of 1284 gives of Cardington.^ 

The forfeitm'e of the English Templars seems to have been de- 
cided upon in 1308. The suppression of the Order thronghoat 
Europe was consummated by the Council of Vienna in 1311, when 
all its possessions were, by an Edict of Pope Clement V, conveyed 
to the Knights Hospitallers. It is clear however that in England 
> Rot. Hundred. II, 72, 71. Atan JUt Ploc vna a Icgcndor; ropresen- 

' IbidolD, p. 100. tative of Ahn Sti Fluid P 'Die mn of 

' " Mfigistor Corlicie (read Mililie) thi> latter vru hoverer lar too eulj lor 
Tempi! tenet Maaoriuoi da Carditon de anj other than a lupposjtitioiu grant (o 
dono Aln ii filii Ploc, et Idem Alanus tenet I he Templare. 
de Rege in capite." Ib it posaible that 
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many of the Templars' estates reverted^ in the first instance^ to the 
Heirs of the original Donors.^ I find a statement, which, as regards 
Cardington, shows very satisfactorily how matters were arranged 
between the Knights Hospitallers and the Heir of the Donor. 
^' The Knights granted it to Edmund fitz Alan, Earl of Arundel,'^® 
who was, in fact, the heir in question. Hence the territorial Survey 
of March 131 6 enrols the Earl as '' Lord of the VUl of Caxdington/'i» 
A Deed of 18 Edw. II (1324-5) is quoted as a grant and confir- 
mation of this Manor to the same Earl Edmund by the Prior of 
the Hospitallers. The Deed will have been a Confirmation only, 
though, as was often the case, it may have borne the appearance of 
an original grant. 

Chatwall. — ^That which I have to say distinctively of this member 
of Cardington relates chiefly to the moiety which was not granted to 
the Templars. This moiety of course remained with Fitz Alan as 
seignoral Lord. In the beginning of Henry Ill's reign it seems to 
have been held under Fitz Alan by Gilbert de Buckenhull (of whom 
we shall hear more elsewhere) and under Gilbert by one Alan de 
Draiton. In 1255 William, son and successor of Alan de Draiton, 
held half a hide in Chatewalle of Gilbert de Buckenhull. He did 
suit to neither County nor Hundred, the said suit having been with« 
drawn twenty years previously, whereby the king was damaged 2«. 
per annum. He paid 6(/. for streiward and motfee ; and the Muns- 
low Jurors said that he owed suit to their Hundred.^^ William de 
Draiton died without issue. His heir was his Sister Petronilla, wife 
of John de la Lee. She was dead in January 1276, but John 
de la Lee, having issue by her, was then holding half Chatwall 
by Courtesy of England, In that month he was suing Brother 
Richard Lovel, Master of the Templars, for disseizing him of 100 
acres of bosc in Chatwall. The Master pleaded that the said bosc 
was of his demesne, and that John de la Lee was entitled only 
to housebote therein. John proved the former seizin of Alan de 
Draiton, and deduced his own title as I have given it above; — where- 
upon he recovered against the Templars.^^ I shall have more to 
say of this succession imder Berrington, in which Manor the Drai- 
tons, and after them the Lees, were Coparceners. 

How Robert Bumell, Bishop of Bath and Wells, obtained ingress 
at Chatwall I cannot discover. His Charter of Free-lVarren, granted 



" DugdaWs JTarwickshire (Thomas), 
II, 965, a. 

' Dttkes^t AniiquiHes, p. 226. 



>® Parliamentary WriU, IV, 897. 
" Rot. Hundred, Vol. 11, p. 71. 
^' Saiop Auize»y 4 Edw. I. 
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ill 1281, inclades bia demesne-lands id ChatewaJl," by which I im- 
derstaod that member of Cardiugton which we are now conaidering. 
Again the InquiBition taken in October 1315, after death of Edward 
Bumell names a moiety of CbatwaU among his estates.^* 

WiLLSTONE, or Wilson. — Among the Tenants of Fitz Alan's 
Sarony in 1165, I observe three names, following each other, and 
each holding a MutUaior'g-Fee. These names are Walter, Nicholas 
Maucovenant, and John de Hanewode." There is more or less 
doubt as to the locaUty of their Tenures, but one of them, perhaps 
Walter, was probably Tenant of Willstone. If this conjecture be 
right, Walter was ancestor of the family of Muneton or Minton, re- 
presented certainly by one Walter de Muneton in 1199. I shall 
have more to say about this &mily elsewhere, but here observe that 
in 1240 Adam de Muneton was holding half a knight's-fee (the 
usual equivalent of a whole Muntaior'a-fee) in Wiluieston, under 
Fitz Alan." 

la 1255 Peter de Muneton, son of Adam, had an Undertenant 
here ; for Mile de Hop is said to bold Wiluriston for two hides of 
land tmder Peter de Muneton. He did tuit to the Court of John 
iitz Alan at Upton utider Haemon, i. e. Upton Magna. He paid 
the King 2s. per onrtumfor Strelward anA Molfee. A memorandum, 
annexed to this return of the Munalow Inquisitors, seems to inti- 
mate that the Tenant in question had latterly paid only 4d. per an- 
num for stretward and molfee, and was now summoned to give 
account of this change.^' An Extent of Pitz-Alan Fees, taken at 
Oswestry on June 25, 1272, seems to have mentioned Wolurestone 
as an estate held of that Barony; but the Record itself is utterly 



Another defaced Inquest, taken apparently about 1275, includes 
Wilverston among the VtUs whose »uit had been withdrawn from (I 
think) Munslow Hundred, and by the Master of the Templars.'* 

CARDISGTON CHOtCH AND PARISH. 
The Parish of Cardington was and is extensive. Its members, 

" Bol. Chari. S Edw. I, No, 80. I two lists a» prefeniblo to lliit of one 

" InqiUtUUm; 9 Edw. 11, No. 67. | " Rol. U*»d,td. II, 71. 

" iiSw ISigvr, 1. 144. I '" /■j«ri/ioi«, 66 Hen. Ill, No. 36. 

■' TtOa dt ycBiil, pp. IS, 49. A third | CalundAr, Vol. I, p. 40. 

list (page 41 of the Bsme Booonl) j;ivi?> i " IiiquitiUoiu, Imtrli Teaporit (Calen- 

Adom de Uundon'a tanura aa oar-fonrlh i dar, Vol. I. \>. I'l, li). 
of R kniehl's'fpe. I take tlw i-viiU'iici- of 
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if I mistake not^ lay in three Domesday Hundreds^ viz. Culvestan^ 
Conodovre, and Lenteurde. 

The Antiquity of the Chnrch was probably much greater than 
is implied even by the very early mention thereof in Fitz Alan's 
grant to the Templars. In the thirteenth century the Templars had 
the Rectory, as well as the Advowson of the Vicarage of this Church, 
and we hear no more of the mere Pension previously receivable 
therefrom.*^ In 1291 the Church of Cardynton, in the Deanery 
of Wenlock, belonging to the Templars, is valued at i6l8. 6*. 8rf. 
It was exempt from the Tenths paid by most Parochial Churches 
of the Kingdom to the See of Rome. Besides this Rectorial value 
the Vicar's Portion in Cardington Church was ^4. per awnum?^ 

On the suppression of the Templars in 1308 the Advowson of 
Cardington was for a space in the Crown, then it went to the Hos- 
pitallers with whom it remained ; for they did not convey the An- 
vowson together with the Manor to the Earl of Arundel. 

In 1341 the Taxation of Cardington Church being duly quoted 
as £17. 6s. 8d., the Parish was taxed only £5. to the Ninth. The de- 
. struction of com, murrain among sheep, and the non-cultivation of 
the lands of twenty off-gone Tenants were among the reasons of 
this reduction. Also the Glebe and Altarages of the Church went 
to form the higher sum, and had no relation to the current levy.^ 

The Valor of 1534-5 gives no account of the Rectorial value of 
this Church. The Vicarage then held by William Halle, was worth 
£6. \Qs. in Glebe and Tithes, whereon a sum of 7s. Sd. was annually 
chai^eable for Archdeacon^s Procurations and Synodals.^ 

EAELY INCUMBENTS. 

Abnolf, Rector of this Church in 1185, paid as I have already 
said, a pension of three merks to the Templars. 



^ It seems doubtful when the Templars 
obtained an Appropriation of Cardington 
Church. Mr. Blakewaj names an Epis- 
copal Instrument for that purpose as bear- 
ing dateNoTember 9, 1303 ; but he seems 
to have questioned the accuracy of this ; 
for he remarks that Hugh was Arch- 
deacon at the time of the Appropriation. 
As far as the history of the Templars is 
concerned, the commencement of the thir- 
teenth century is a -very probable, and the 
commencement of the fourteenth a yery 
improbable, period for them to hare ob- 



tained this priyilege. Moreover I find 
only one Hugh in office as Archdeaeon 
of Salop (Hereford Diocese) during the 
whole period in question. This was Hugh 
Foliot who occurs as Archdeacon in 1214, 
and became Bishop in 1219. — ^Aooording 
to this the appropriating Bishop will have 
been either Giles de Braose (1200-1216) 
or Hugh de Mapenore (1216-1219). 

« Pope mch. Taxation, p. 167, b. 

^ Inquis. Noitarumy p. 187. 

^ Valor EcclesioHicut, III, 210. 
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Ebnald, Chaplain to Bishop Williani de Vere, seems to hare been 
Incnmbent between 1186 and 1199. 

Sir Robert Bassbt, Chaplain; — instituted Oct. 10, 1278, on 
presentation of Brother Bobert de Turevile, Master of the Templars 
in England. 

Waltee de Dvnnoel, Subdeacon; — instituted Feb. 17, 1301, 
on presentation of Brother William de la More, Master of the Tem- 
plars iu England. 

Sib Nicholas de Mouele, Priest; — instituted May 12, 1301, 
on a simile presentation. 

John Maher, presented by King Edward II (in 1307-8) on ac- 
count of the ootemporary forfeiture of the Templars.^ 

William de Stacnton, Prieat; — ^instituted May 8, 1328, on 
presentation of Brother Thomas L' Archer, Prior of the Knights 
Hospitallers in England. 

Ralph de Tubneyb, Priest j — instituted Dec. 3, 1334, on presen- 
tation of Brother Leonard de Tybeton {read Tybertis), Prior of the 
Hospitallers." 

Walter, Perpetual Vicar of Cardington, was succeeded ou July 
31, 1349, by— 

Sir Thomas de Halobton, Priest; — presented by Brother Philip 
de Thame, Prior of the Hospitallers. 

Richard Sete, Chaplain ; — instituted Dec. 10, 1387, on presen- 
tation of Brother Hildebrand Inge, Prior, etc. 

Sir Richard Haston, Chaplain; — instituted May 14, 1388, on 
presentation of Brother John Radyngton. On July 11, 1395, he 
exchanges with — 

Adam Tresell, late Vicar of Moneford, who is instituted here 
on presentation of the Prior of the Hospitallers. He again, on 
April 29, 1398, exchanges with— 

Philip Halghton, late Rector of the Free Chapel of Greete,** 
who was instituted here on presentation of Brother Richard Nor- 
mantun, as Deputy of the Prior of the Hospitallers. This Vicar 
resigned in 1418. 

»* Patent, 1 Edw. II, p. B, m. 20. I minoniiu Otonis ct Olloboni." 

» This locumbBDt took an o«lh to to- » Suprn, Vol. IV, p. 837. 

•itle "jnita fonnim constitutionuin Do- | 



129 



€fitune* 



A LARGE Manor in Culvestan Hundred, held under the Earl of 
Shrewsbury by Rainaldus Vicecomes, is thus described iu Domes- 
day. — " The same Bainald holds Estune. Elmund held it in King 
Edward^s time. Here are eight hides and a half geldable. In de- 
mesne (there are) ii ox-teams, and (there are) vi Serfs, v Villains, 
VIII Boors, a Priest, one Frenchman, and one Radman, with v ox- 
teams among them all; and still there might be ix teams more 
(employed) here. Here is a Mill of three measures of corn (annual 
value). In King Edward^s time the Manor was worth 65*. {per 
annum). Now it is worth 40*. He (Bainald) found it woste"^ 

This Manor I trace, as regards name, in the present Vill or 
Township of Aston, near Munslow. I would notice, in support of 
this idea, that Bouldon, a Manor about two miles to the south-east 
of Aston-near-Munslow, was in Saxon times held in part by the 
same Elmimd who was Lord of Estune. As regards extent, I think 
that the Domesday Manor of Estune involved Munslow as a mem- 
ber, and that the Church (indicated by the Domesday mention of a 
Priest) was subsequently transferred to Munslow as to a place which 
outstripped Aston in importance. We have already had similar 
instances of the transfer of Parish Churches, viz. from Patton to 
Long Stanton, and from Aldon to Stokesay. But other great 
changes have to be accounted for in the case before us, for at pre- 
sent the identity of Estune with Aston-Munslow and Munslow 
rests only on the following view of the case, viz. that the Domes- 
day Manor has no other possible representatives in the known area 
of Culvestan Hundred ; and that unless Estune be the Domesday 
antecedent of Aston and Munslow, the two latter have no Domes- 
day ty^. 

I now proceed to enumerate and, as far as I am able, to account 
for the changes above alluded to. — 

First. — Munslow became the caput of the collective Manor. 
This was, I presume, in the time of Henry I, when Munslow was 
fixed upon as the caput of the new Hundred, to which it has given 

^ Domesday f fo. 255, a, 1. 
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a name^ and which in great measure supplanted the older Hundred 
of Culvestan. 

Secondly. — ^Though Estune was of the Fief of Rainald the 
Sheriff^ Aston and Munslow are not found in the Fief of Bainald'a 
ordinary and almost uniform Successors, the Fitz Alans. This may 
be accounted for thus. There can be no doubt that the Fief of the 
Sheriff was for a time, long or short, in the hands of Henry I. 
In regranting it to the Ancestor of Fitz Alan, the King very pos- 
sibly reserved Estune as the Manor which contained the Caput of 
the projected Hundred of Munslow, a Hundred which we cer- 
tainly know was retained for the Crown. Or perhaps the Manor 
was surrendered to the Crown, the King wishing to make it inde- 
pendent of Fitz Alan^s Fief, and so better adapted for the centre 
of a new jurisdiction. 

Thirdly. — ^We find that Aston and Munslow collectively never 
equalled, as regards hidage, the great estimate given by Domesday 
for Estune. To meet this anomaly I suggest that the newly or- 
ganized Manor or Manors may have been allowed, as a privilege, 
to stand at a lower hidage than their predecessor. Indeed I have 
often mentioned circumstances which suggest that Domesday hidage 
was essentially an estimate of liability to taxation, — an estimate 
formed with reference to presumed value rather than to any mea- 
surement actually taken. If so, there is no absurdity in supposing 
that the reputed hidage of a Manor could at any time be lessened 
at will of the Crown. 

I proceed now to treat of Estune under its later status, and aB 
represented by the two Manors of Munslow and Aston-Munslow. 
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The Hundredal Seigneury being, as I have said, retained by the 
Crown, the King (Henry I, I presume) granted the manorial estate 
to a subject, who will consequently have become a Shropshire Te- 
nant in capite. Who this Grantee was, can, I think, be ascertained. 

We have seen that about the year 1115 a quarrel arose between 
the Monks of Wenlock and Stephen, Rector of Munslow, about 
certain Tithes. The Rector was non-suited by sentence of Richard 
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de BelmeiB^ presiding over a judicial assembly at Castle Holgate. 
The proceedings incidentally mention the love and respect enter- 
tained by the Monks for a person who is merely mentioned as 
" Lord'' of the non-suited Rector.^ This person was then, I con- 
ceive. Lord of Munslow. I think too that his name is given in 
another part of Belmeis' Patent, viz. in the Testing-Clause. The 
second Layman who attests is Richard Banastre,^ whom, on various 
grounds, I venture to name as Lord of Munslow and Aston Muns- 
low in 1115, holding the same in capite under Henry I, and stand- 
ing high in provincial importance. I think however that Bichard 
Banastre was a greater man in Cheshire than in Shropshire. I 
cannot enlarge on a subject and a genealogy in which 1 obtain 
small help from the Historians of Cheshire. Suffice it for me to 
point out how, in May 1106, a Deed of Richard, Earl of Chester, 
and the Countess Ermentrude his Mother, names Richard Balaste 
(read Balastre or Banastre) as one of the Barons of Cheshire;^ how 
also Richard Banaster stands next to the same Countess in the 
testing-clause of another Charter ;* how, lastly, between the years 
1120 and 1128 the same Richard Banaster is a prominent witness 
to a Charter of Ranulf de Meschines, third Earl of Chester of his 
line.^ 

The successor of Richard Banaster, both in Cheshire and Shrop- 
shire, was Thurstan Banaster, probably his Son. I refer to two 
Charters of Ranulph de Girnons, fourth Earl of Chester of his line, 
one of which shows how high Thurstan Banaster stood in the Pala- 
tine Court of the Earl, while the other illustrates, though it does not 
prove, Thurstan Banaster's connection with Shropshire. These 
Deeds probably passed after 1141, and certainly before 1154. The 
first, a declaration by the Earl of Eustace fitz John's hereditary 
right to be Constable of Chester, is tested by Thurstan Banester as 
third witness, he having precedence of Norman de Verdon, Richard 
de Vernon, Walcheline Maminot, and William Malebenge, all 
men of Baronial rank.^ The other deed is Earl Ranulph's exemp- 
tion of the Monks of Shrewsbury from payment of toll in' the City 
and County of Chester. It is tested by Abbot Ralph (of Chester, 
I suppose). If so it passed after January 1141. The other wit- 
ness is Turstan Banastre.*^ 

The elder male line of Thurstan Banaster ended with himself or 



3 Supra, VoL III, p. 283 ; Vol. IV, p. 2. 
' ■ * • • LeyceHet^s Antiquities, pp. 115, 
110, 127. 



' Leyeester'9 AfUiquiOet, p. 161. 
7 Salop Ohartalaiy, No. 812. 
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with hiB successor of the same name, and I think in the time of 
Henry II {1154-1189). There was indeed a Thurstan Banaster in 
Henry Ill's time, but he was clearly of a collateral line. Thurstan 
Banaster, whose male line expired in the twelfth century, left two 
daughters, his coheirs, Tiz. Margery wife of Richard fitz Roger, and 
Matilda wife of William de Hastings. Of William de Hastings, 
who was deceased in 1182, and left a son Henry, not then fifteen 
years of age, I shall speak presently. Richard fitz Roger was of 
Lancashire, in which county he seems to have had grants of land 
from John, Earl of Moreton, afterwards King of England. In May 
and July 1199 I find two Essotgiu in a buU of land, wherein Ri- 
chard fitz R^er and Matilda de Hastings were the Litigants.^ The 
cause was entered upon in August at Westminster. Matilda de 
Hastings (here cfdied by her maiden name Matilda Banastre) ap- 
peared against Richard fitz Roger, Maigery his wife, and Robert de 
Stocf (read Stoqxjrt) their Attorney. The suit was about the 
shares of the sisters (Matilda and Margery) in certain lands ; hut 
as the Ftaintifis did not appear, judgment was giren for Matilda, 
leaving to the Plaintiffs whatever right of rccoveiy they could 
otherwise establish.* I suppose it was before this sentence that 
Richard fitz Roger proffered a fine of 40 merks to King Richard 
that his wife might have her share of the lands of Thurstan Banaster 
her Father, which Fine seems to have been increased to 100 merka 
on the accession of King John.' Richard fitz Roger was deceased 
in 1201, leaving Maigery his wife surviving and five daughters his 
Coheirs. These were Matilda, then wife of Robert de Stockport, 
Margery, Avice wife of William Mulum, Quenilda and Amur, three 
of whom were unmarried. Various Fines followed, purporting to 
secure to Robert de Stockport his wife's share of Richard fitz Roger's 
lands, also the custody of his three unmarried Sisters-in-law, further 
to exempt the widow of Richard fitz Roger from any obligation to 
remarry.' A Charter dated March 14, 1301, also secures some of 
John Earl of Moreton's grants to the heirs of the Grantee.* 

Mcamthitc Richard fitz Roger's Fine of 100 merks remained in 
arrear, and is so entered in the Warwickshire and Leicestershire 
Pipe-Roll of 1301."" In 1204 " Margery Banastre, vfidow of Ri- 
chard fitz Roger," renewed this fine, adding a palfrey to the 100 
merks, and stipulating that her husband's fine of 40 merks proffered 

» Rot. Car. Seg. I, pp. 327. 31 1, 359. 1 Jolm, p. 115 ; aes bIm. Sot. Cart. p. 90, b. 
• Oblata, pu. 116. 117 ; Rot. Cane. 3 1 "» Sot. Ca»<i. 3 John, p. 7. 
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to King Richard should be cancelled. Her object was to have a 
right share^ as eldest Sister, of the lands of Thurstan Banastre her 
Father, which share her Sister Matilda refused to allow her."^^ 
Early in 1206 Robert de Stockport seems to have been dead ; for 
Matilda Banastre, his widow I think, fines 20*. to have an assize 
concerning land in Appleby, Leicestershire, before the King him- 
self.^^ Certainly it was Matilda widow of Robert de Stockport, 
rather than her Aunt, Matilda, widow of William de Hastings, 
who calling herself Matilda Banastre, fined 20 merks and a palfrey 
with King John that she might not be compelled to marry, imless 
by her own wish and with the King^s consent ; also that she might 
have her share, as eldest coheiress, of the lands of Richard fitz 
Roger, her Father, and Margery Banastre, her mother (both ap- 
parently deceased) . The King^s mandate issued accordingly to the 
Sheriffs both of Lancashire and Leicestershire.^^ Cotemporarily 
William de Mulum with Avice his wife, and Thomas de Bothum 
with Amur his wife, fined 20 and 40 merks respectively for the 
shares of the said Avice and Amur in the lands of their Father and 
Mother, — Richard fitz Roger and Margery Banastre.^ ^ I now close 
this branch of the subject remarking that the Leicestershire in- 
heritance here mentioned, or part thereof, was the Manor of Little 
Appleby and the Advowson of Great Appleby,^^ sometime held by 
Richard fitz Roger and Margery his wife under Ferrars Earl of 
Derby. 

BARONY OF HASTINGS. 

In the division of Thurstan Banaster's estates, Munslow and 
Aston fell undoubtedly to the share of Matilda mfe of William de 
Hastings. Their descendants became therefore Tenants in capUe 
in Shropshire, and I must pause awhile to give some account of the 
origin of a House whose early history has never yet been treated 
with that accuracy which its subsequent greatness would seem to 
deserve. 

In the time of King Henry the Conqueror, or rather perhaps of 
William Rufus, there was one Radulphus, called Dapifer, because 



" Hot. Fin. pp. 218, 347, 352-3. 

^* Burton in his Description of Leices' 
iershire (page 15) cites a Deed whereby 
Robert de Stokeport gave this Manor and 
Advowson in fee, to William de Vcmon 
and his heirs. Ho dates the Deed in King 
John's time. Again (page 12) he adduces 



proof that in 1221 the Patron of Appleby 
Church was some heir of Richard fitz 
Roger. These considerations are impor- 
tant to the Histories of other Counties, 
but especially as furnishing a material 
correction to the received genealogy of the 
so-called Barons of Stockport. 
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he held the hereditary Stewardship of the Abbey of St. Edmunds- 
bury in Suffolk^ an office which involved a tenure of three knights'- 
fees in the estates of the Abbey. A Charter, more probably of Wil- 
liam Bufus than of his Father^ orders the restoration of certain lauds 
(Lidgate and Blunham) to this Radulphus/^ which lands it seems 
were part of his fee as Steward of St. Edmundsbury. Between the 
years 1115 and 1119 Albold Abbot of St. Edmundsbury gives this 
Stewardship to Maurice de Windleshore, together with all the land 
which Radulphus Dapifer, Maurice's Predecessor, held therewith, 
adding other lands, to be held in fee and inheritance by service of 
two knights' -fees, over and above the former three.^' We can only 
suppose that Maurice de Windleshore was the heir of Radulphus, 
because his office was hereditary, and after his own death descended 
to a collateral heir. Also in 1130 Maurice de Windsor and Egidia 
his wife made an eleemosynary grant to Norwich Cathedral, the 
object being to establish a Cell or Convent of Monks to pray for 
the soul of Radulphus Dapifer ;^^ — a fact most strongly suggestive 
of a blood relationship. Maurice de Windleshore was living in 
Stephen's reign (1135-1154); for that King confirmed to him his 
office and all his lands of whomsoever held.^^ In the same reign 
he probably died, and without issue, as will presently appear. 

Cotemporary with Maurice de Windsor was William de Hastings, 
concerning whom some things are doubtful,^^ but one thing certain, 
viz. that before 1130, being a claimant of the Master^Marshabhip 
of the Court of Henry I, against Gilbert Marshall and John his son 
(ancestors of the Earls of Pembroke) his claim was disallowed.*^ 
It is proximately evident that this William de Hastings held a sub- 
sidiary Office as one of the Stewards (Dispensatores) of the King's 
household, and also, that his wife was Sister, and in her issue heir, 
of Maurice de Windsor. By this Lady, William de Hastings seems 
to have left two sons, Ralph and Hugh. Of Hugh I will speak 
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^ Brakelon^t Chronicle (Camden So- 
ciety), pp. 116, 118. 

^* Some accounts trace the pedigree of 
Hastings to Bobert de Hastings, Fort- 
grove of Hastings (See Collins, Vol. Ill, 
p. 84). It is probable that there was such 
an Officer ; for in 1130 William, son of 
Bobert de Hastings is held accountable 
to the Crown for the Lestage of Hastings 
and Bye {Rot. Pip. 31 Hen. I, p. 68). 
But I cannot think that this William, son 



of Bobert, was identical with the William 
in the text, for the latter was apparently 
deceased in 1130, whilst Juliana, the wife 
of the former, was already a wealthy 
heiress in 1130 {Sot, JPip, 31 Hen. I, p. 
58), and so must have been a different 
person to the sister of Maurice de Wind- 
sor, whose heirs at the time can only hare 
been expectant. 

^ Bot. Cart, 1 John, m. 13. 
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presently as the youngest. Of Ralph de Hastings I hear nothing 
till the reign of Henry II. That King, by a Charter which appears 
to have passed very soon after liis accession, concedes and confirms 
to Balph de Hastynges, Steward (Dapifero) of the Queen, and to 
his heirs, all the lands and Tenements formerly belonging to Ralph, 
Steward of St. Edmund's, and to Maurice de Windsor, maternal 
Uncle of the siud Ralph de Hastings, of whatever fee the said lands 
were held. The King also expressly confirms the Stewardship of 
St. Edmund's to Ralph de Hastings as previously held by Ralph 
and Maurice, Stewards in the time of the King's Predecessors." 

It is remarkable that this Charter, passing as I suppose, in 1155, 
is addressed to the King's Lieges in Norfolk, Suffolk, Essex, Bed- 
fordshire, and Northamptonshire, in which five Counties (as also 
in Dorsetshire, Berkshire, and Middlesex) Maurice de Windsor is 
known to have had lands in 1130. '^ 

Other proofs of the favour in which Ralph dc Hastings stood with 
King Henry II are not wanting. He attests some of the King's 
earliest Charters. In 1156, 1157, and II58 his lands in Middle- 
sex, Berkshire, and Gloucestershire are exempted by Writ Royal 
from several current imposts.'^ The King had himself given him 
20 librates of laud atFordeham, Cambridgeshire, and 10 librates at 
Witham, in Somersetshire.'* His office in the household of Queen 
Eleanor is illustrated by his receipt of various lai^e sums of Money, 
paid to him by the fiscal Officers of the Crown for the Queen's use,'* 
This Ralph de Hastings (about whom Dugdale says not a word) 
was deceased in 1165, and without issue. I must now revert to an 
earlier period in order that I may show more clearly how a second 
William de Hastings came to be his heir, William de Hastings, 
fcther of Ralph, seems to have had a younger son Hugh. This Wil- 
liam (the Father of Ralph and Hugh) was, as I have said, apparently 
deceased in 1130. In that year Hugh de Hastings accounted for 
90 merks and 2 Deglriera, being the whole or the balance of a Fine 
which he had given to the King " for having the land and the niece 
of Robert de Flamenvill.'"* 

Emebui^a daughter of Hugh de Flamville and niece and heir 
of Robert dePlamville, is known, on other evidence, to have married 
Hugh de Hastings. The exemption which in 1130 Hughdc Hast- 
ings had from paying his quota of Danegcld in Leicestershire, War- 

" Brakdond (ut aupra), p. 117. i Pip. 81 Hen. I, paitim). 

" Ho ia eiciued hia gtiota of Dane- I " Sot. Pip. 2, 3. 4 Hen. Il.ponim. 
geld in the eight Counties indicolcd {Bot. \ " Rol. Pip. 31 Hen. I, p. 87. 
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wickahire^ Bnckinghamshire and Middlesex, must be taken to have 
been in respect of lands acquired with his vnte.^ Of these it will 
suffice if I here identify one Manor, viz. that of Aston Flamvill in 
Leicestershire, and refer elsewhere for a list of various other Manors 
held under the See of Lichfield, by the Flamvilles of Henry I's 
time.*^ 

Before the year 1165, William son and heir of Hugh de Hastings 
and Emeburga de Mamville became also the heir of his Uncle Bialph 
de Hastings. A charter of King Henry II, which by its own in- 
ternal evidence, must have passed in 1165 or 1166, confirms to Wil- 
liam de Hastyngs, called by the King his own Steward {Dispenaa- 
tori),^^ the Stewardship {dapiferatum) of St. Edmund^s, with all its 
appurtenances, as Ralph the paternal Uncle {patruus) of the said 
William, or Maurice the maternal Uncle {avunculus) of the said 
Ralph, had held the same.^ 

Another Charter of Henry II confirms to William de Hastings 
his other heritages, paternal and maternal. This Charter seems 
to have been a Pedigree in itself. It mentions William de Hastings, 
the Grandfather, and Hugh de Hastings the Father of the Grantee, 
as living in time of Henry I. It also enumerates lands given to 
Robert de Flamenville by Robert de Limesi, Bishop of Coventry, 
and in time of Henry I, — ^lands given therefore between 1100 and 
1117. It lastly shows Emeburga de Flamville to have been Mo- 
ther of the Grantee, and to have stood in all other relations as the 
annexed Pedigree declares.^ 

I now turn to the lAber Niger, or Feodary of 1165, for a further 
illustration of this subject. — 



' Rot. Fip. 31 Hen. I, poMim. 

^1 Dugdale^s Baronoffe, p. 674, a. 

^ It appears that the words Dapifer 
and Dispensator were indiflerently applied 
to the office held hy De Hastings in the 
Boyal Household: also we obserFe that 
Balphde Hastings' ministry in the Queen's 
Household was only a temporary arrange- 
ment. The Seijeantry of De Hastings 
wherehy he held in ettpite the Norfolk 
Manor of Ashele, was the same thing as 
his Boyal Stewardship. It is always asso- 
dated with his office of Diepensatori and 
in one instance the Royal Pantry is men- 
tioned as the department of these par- 
ticular Stewards. The form which the 
V. 



Serjeautiy assumed at a later period is 
given hy Dugdale (Baronage, ut supra). 
There were in Henry I's time^ and after- 
wards, several Dupensatores and seyeral 
Dapiferi in the Boyal Household, and 
most of their offices were hereditaiy. The 
subject would fill an interesting volume. 

I need hardly observe that the Steward- 
ship of St. Edmund's, so often alluded to 
in the text, had no connection whiUiever 
with the Household Stewardship of De 
Hastings, though accidentally held by the 
same fiunily. 

° Brakelond (ut supra), p. 120. 

•* DngdaWs Baronage (ut supra). 
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^ There I find William de Hastings holding five fees in the Honour 
of St. Edmund,^^ two fees of the Earl Ferrars (which, in time of 
Henry I, had been held by Robert de Chartres and Henry de Cune- 
geston),^^ one fee under Robert Marmiun,^ and one knight^ft-fee and 
twenty librates of land in the Honor of Clare.^ These were all of 
old feoffment. Of new feoffment William de Hastings had three fees 
in the Honour of Gloucester.^ 

This William de Hastings it was who married Matilda daughter 
and coheir of Thurstan Banaster : a match which still Airther in- 
creased the inheritance of his descendants. In proof of his atten- 
dance on the King's Courts I may instance his attestation of two 
Royal Charters : one of which passed at Woodstock, probably in 
March 1163,^ the other some years later, at Le Mans.^ In 1182 
this William de Hastings was deceased. His wife Matilda Banaster 
survived him, to all appearance about forty years. His eldest son 
Henry was an Infant in 1182, and remained so at least six years . 
later. This youth was under the protection of his Uncle Thomas 
de Hastings, said by Genealogists to have been Ancestor of the Earls 
of Huntingdon of the Hastings name. Brakelond tells us how on 
April 1, 1182, Thomas de Hastings appeared before the Abbot of St. 
Edmundsbury, with a great retinue of Knights, and leading his Ne- 
phew Henry, not yet a knight, but for whom he demanded his he- 
reditary office, here called by the Chronicler his Seneschalcy. The 
Abbot appears to have objected to the incompetence of such a youth, 
and a deputy was for a time appointed.^^ In 1188 Robert de Flam- 
vill, probably a relation of young Hastings, was acting in this be- 
half.^^ However in 1190 Henry de Hastings was old enough to ac- 
company King Richard to Palestine ; and a Scutage assessed in 1191 
on the fees held by him under St. Edmundsbury is excused on that 
account. It would seem that Henry de Hastings died in this ser- 
vice or shortly after his return,, and without issue; for in 1194 his 
Brother William proffered 100 merks for his Relief oi the lands and 
Serjeantry of the said Henry, and 100 merks more for the King's 
Favour in regard that he did not then accompany the King into 
Normandy.'^ This William de Hastings (third of his name) married 
Margery daughter of Roger Bigod, Earl of Norfolk, falsely supposed 



« Liber Niger, I, pp. 281, 220. 

38 . a7 . 28 Ibidem, pp. 207, 294, 164. 

^ Old Monagiicon, ly bis. 

» Harl. Charter, 43, C. 23. 

'^ Brakelond (ut supra), pp. 20, 117. 



^ Dugdale quoting Sot Pip, 6 Bic I, 
Norf. and Suff. 

William de Hastings accounts for one of 
these Fines in 7 Rich I. (Madox Ex- 
chequer, 216. f.) 
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b^some to have been his Mother.*^ The Shropshire Assize Roll of 
1203 shows his real Mother^ Matilda Banaster^ in connection with 
that County. She essoigned her attendance under the common 
summons, an attendance which was probably due in respeot of her 
seigneury at Aston and Munslow^ those viUs being of her own^ not 
of her late husband's inheritance. 

Her Essoiffnor in this instance was William fitz Aldith. The same 
person^ on the same occasion^ essoigned Matilda Banastre's appear- 
ance in a suit wherein she was impleaded by Thomas Orossetost. 

William de Hastings (III) attended the Parliament of Lincoln in 
November 1200^ when William^ King of Scots^ did homage to King 
John. In the same year a Feodary of St. Edmundsbury gives Wil- 
liam de Hastinges as holding 5 knights'-fees under the Abbey^ viz. 
3 in Lidgate^ Blunham^ and Herlinge^ and 2 in Tibenham and 
Gissing.^* I refer elsewhere for some further particulars concern- 
ing this William de Hastings^^^ to which I might add many more^ 
but in so doing should be in danger of saying that of him which may 
refer to a cotemporary of the same name^ and who had estates in 
some of the same Counties.** It was clearly William de Hastings^ 
the Steward^ who was in rebellion against King John in 1216; for 
a Writ of April 10 orders the Constable of Norwich to destroy his 
Castles and lay waste his lands^*^ whilst a second writ of April 22nd 
gives up to his Suzerain, the Abbot of St. Edmund^s, all lands which 
he held in the Abbot's Fee.*® Another Writ of King John, dated 
at Clun, August 3, 1216, grants away William de Hastings^ lands 
in Warwickshire and Leicestershire.** On June 17, 1222, William 
de Hastings fines 10 merks for two hides in Astun (Shropshire), 
which Matilda Banister his Mother held in capite.^ To this period 
therefore I assign the death of his said Mother. His own decease 
will have taken place shortly before January 28, 1226, when Henry 
his son and heir, being of full age, had livery for a Fine of 50 merks. 
The King^s precept, allowing the same, is addressed to the SherilK of 
Warwickshire, Leicestershire, Salop, Bedfordshire, Norfolk and 
SuflFolk,*^ those being the Counties where most of his lands lay. In 
1235-6 I find mention of another Matilda de Hastings, holding ap- 



" Dugdale {Baronage p. 547); — a mis- 
take partly corrected by the same Author 
(p. 133). 

** BrakeUmd (ut supra), notes p. 88. 

^ Dugdale, ut supra. 

^ I allude to William de Hastings 
whose diief estates were in Gloucester- 



shire, but who is, when distinguished at 
all, called William de Hastings of Eton, 
firom an estate which he had in Berkshire. 

37. 88 .89 2Jo«. Clans, I, 260, 265, 279. 

« Bot. Fin, I, 87. 

« Ibidem, I, 137. WiUiam de Hast- 
ings of Eton died seized of lands in 
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parently half a knighf s-fee in the Honour of the Earl Ferran, and 
in Warwickshire or Leicestershire.^ Who this Lady was I cannot 
say^ but possibly she was the widow^ and if so, had been the second 
wife of William de Hastings (III). 

In or about 1240 we have Henry de Hastings (written HastotU) 
enrolled as Tenant-in^capUe of one-fourth of a knighf s-fee in 
Eston and Mosselawe.^ We have nearly cotemporary notices in 
the same Record of his Tenures under the Crown, the Earls Ferrars, 
the Lords Marmion, and others in several counties. Many of these 
estates were his inheritance from his Father, but many more had 
accrued by his own fortunate marriage with Ada, youngest sister 
and coheir of John Scot, Earl of Huntingdon. I have spoken on 
this subject before, under Worfield, and have carried down my ac- 
count of this Barony some generations later.^ Here therefore I 
return to some more specific and earlier details connected with the 
Manors now before us. 

MuNSLOw and Aston were in 1167 amerced half a merk and one 
merk respectively by Alan de Nevill, Justice of the Forest. At 
this time one or both of these Ft/b, or some part thereof, were, I 
think, held under Matilda Banaster and her husband by one Robert 
fitz Walkeline. This Robert fitz Waikeline was, I further think, 
the person who in 1165 held two Knights' -fees under the Earl 
Ferrars.^^ If so, he and William de Hastings, his Lord here, were 
fellow-vassals in another Fief. Robert fitz Walkeline joined the 
Rebellion of 1173, in which we have ample assurance that his Suze- 
rain, the Earl Ferrars, was deeply involved.** His tenure in 
Shropshire hereupon escheated to the Crown for a time ; — at least 
I thus explain the fact that in 1174 the Sheriff of Shropshire ac« 
counts 51«. 4d. for the issues forth of the ''land of Robert fits 
Walkeline, who was with the King's enemies.'^ 

In 1187 the Vills of Musselawe and Eston were jointly amerced 
40tf. for some default [pro defectu). The debt was discharged in 
1191. In October 1199 a Fine was levied between Robert Baratin, 
Plaintiff, and Araicia, widow of Robert fitz Walkeline, Tenant, of a 
carucate of land in Meselawe, whereof was suit of mart d'ancestre. 



Berkshire, Ozfordahire, Gloucestershire, 
and, I think, Warwickshire, shortly before 
Feb. 29, 1224, when Osbert Gifibrdpur^ 
chased the wardship of his hdr, which 
heir was also named William. 



« TeHa de Nevill, pp. 90, 91. 

^ Ibidem, p. 45. 

** Supra, Vol. Ill, pp. 107-110. 

^ Liber Niger, 1, 219. 

^ Ihigdale'8 Baronage, p. 269. 
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Robert Baratin, for five merks^ now renounced all his claim to 
Amicia and her heirs for ever. 

During the next fifty years I find no statement or hint as to the 
tenure of Aston and Munslow; nor can I indicate from other 
sources the succession of De Hastings^ Feoffees in either Manor. 
Subsequently the two Manors have a history sometimea distinct^ 
sometimes confused^ and at all times fragmentary and unsatisfactory. 

In 1255 William de Venables was Mesne-lord of Munslow, 
holding the same of the fee of Henry de Hastings. The^Vill was 
^ estimated at two hides. It did Suit to the Hundred^ but paid 
neither Streward nor Motfee. Under Venables three Coparceners 
held the Manor. They are described as John de Chandurs, Nu 
choice de Stubbings, and Dame Armetrewe,^'^ — a description which, 
being unable to illustrate, I will not venture to correct. 

At the same time Geoffrey de Lusignan, half-brother to Henry 
III,*® had Aston in custody with the infant heir of John de Hert- 
walle*^ (Basting's late Feoffee there). The FtV/was estimated at 
two hides. It did suit neither to County nor Hundred, and paid 
neither stretward nor motfee. The Jurors of Munslow Hundred 
knew it to be of the Fee of Henry de Hastings. 

The Feodary of 1284 ostensibly gives account of the VUl of 
Munslow only, saying that Alice de Seymor and Adam de Herk- 
wall held it of John de Hastings for a fourth-part of a knight's-fee. 
— I suppose Alice de Seymour**® to have been Lady of Munslow, and 
Adam de Herkwalle Lord of Aston. At the Assizes of 1292 it was 
reported that the Vill of Aston and Munselowe used to appear at 
the Sheriff^ 8'Tourny twice yearly, by four men and a. Provost; and 
that one of the four men had been withdrawn twelve years pre- 
viously by William de Munslow, a Tenant then deceased. The 
Sheriff was ordered to compel the Tenant then seized to appear. 

In March 1316 Robert de Beek is enrolled as Lord both of 
Munslow and Aston.^^ He appears to have been Hastings' imme- 
diate Tenant in Munslow at least ; and in 1324 we shall find him 



^ Rot, Hundred, 11, 71. 

^ Called Oauflridus de Leaynun fraier 
Megis in the Kecord. He was a younger 
son of Hugh le Bran, Earl of Marche 
and Lusignan, hy Isabella, widow of King 
John. 

^ John de Hertwalle or Herkwall, 
deceased in 1256, has, I think, occurred 
to us alreaify under Corfton, viz. as John, 



son of Adam de Hortwall, and as grant- 
ing in Aston. (Vide Supra, p. 49.) 

^ Alice de Seymour has already oc- 
curred under Morston (Supra, p. 111). 

" ParUamentofy Writs, IV, p. 398. 
Bobert de Beck was of a very ancient 
Staffordshire family, holding two knights*- 
fees in Over and Nether Tayne, etc. under 
the Barons Stafford. 
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disputiiig the tigiit of Advowson with Sir John de Haatings. As 
to Aston, though not mentioned on this occasion, I have reason to 
think that the HertwallB remained Hastings' Tenants there to a 
much later period. 

Among the Tenants of a still lower degree in Munslow and 
Aston, that is, those who holding under one or other of the greater 
Tenants, were actually the resident occupants of the lands, I may 
name a few. — 

William de Camera of Aston has already occurred to us in 1249.^ 
We have also had mention of Roger de Furches of Aston, of whose 
family I have given account under Corfton. Before 1255 John de 
Wigley, Tb<jpia8 de Stoke, Thomas Clerk of Munslow, John fits 
Robert of Mimslow, John de Aston, Henry de Emwood, and Et^er 
de Hordeslee were Under-Tenante in Aston, Munslow, or Corfton. 
In October 1258 William de Corfton sues Roger de Hordesley fi>r 
dUsetzin in Eston. In June 1269 the latter person, called Roger 
de Haderlegh, and his wife sue Williun fitz Elen and others for 
disseizin in Aston. In 1359 Roger Emold of Munslow is amerced 
20s. for a false oath. About the same time we hear of one Robert 
de Munslow. In 1262 Thomas de Munslow was a Regarder of 
the Long Forest. In the same year it was found by the Justices 
of the Forest that the Bosc of Sir Roger de Ridware at Munslow 
was wasted of old time. In 1267 we find the latter person described 
as Rc^r de Bedewelle. He with Agnes his wife sued Thomas le 
Clerk of Munslow and John de Brewes (Braose) for disseizing than 
of a messuage and half a vitiate in Munslow. Thomas le Clerk 
pleaded that he claimed nothing in the premises but a tenure of 
thirty years, by demise of William de Eatanford, father of Agnes 
the Plaintiff. He produced the lease in question, but was non- 
suited. Among his Sureties was Henry de Aston.'' In this same 
year Thomas de Munslow was amerced half a merk for some 
non-attendance {quia non venii). In July 1271 John de Breus 
was suing R4^;er de Clifford, Senior, Roger, his Son, and Stephen 
lyrel ior disseizin in Munslow. 

At the Assizes of 1272 Robert de Musselawe was a Juror for 
Munslow Hundred. In November 1277 there was a Fine levied 
between William de Munsselone, Clerk, Plaintiff, and Roger de 
Ridware and Agnes his wife, Impcdicnts, of a messuage, 4} virgates, 
and 18a. rent in Munslow and Aston. Roger and Agnes acknow- 
ledged the premises to be the Plaintiff's by their own gift, — to hold 
« Sopn, Tol. IT, p. 5. | " Salop AmUm, K1 Hen. m, n. S. 
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to him and his heirs under them and the heirs of Agnes at 408, 
rent. For this William paid 100*. The PlaintiflF or rather Feoffee 
in this case was probably the same person with WUliam'in-t?i€-hole, 
Clerk, of Munslow, whom we have seen with other cotemporary 
tenants in Aston and Munslow attesting a Deed given under Corf- 
ton." In January 1284 Robert de Munselow was Foreman of a 
Ludlow Jury. At the Assizes of 1292 Henry de Aston was a Juror 
for Munslow Hundred, whilst Margaret the widow, and William 
the Infant son of William de Munslow, deceased, were the persons 
called to account in the matter of that withdrawal of suit which I 
have noticed above. The names of some later Tenants in Aston 
and Munslow may be found in the Deeds quoted under Corfton." 



MUNSLOW CHURCH AND PARISH. 

The Domesday Church of this Parish was, as I have already said, 
probably situated at Aston. We have seen however that before the 
year 1115 the Church was known as the Church of Munslow, and 
that it claimed a certain parochial jurisdiction^* which shows that 
its Parish was one of the original and extensive Saxon Parishes of 
Shropshire. In 1252 the King presented to Munslow Church, du- 
ring the minority of Henry de Hastings^ heir. On Sunday, April 
23, 1290, Munslow Church was visited by Bishop Swinfield.^* No 
Procurations seem to have been furnished by the Rector, who was 
probably non-resident. 

The Taxation of 1291 values the Church of Munslow, in Wenlock 
Deanery, at £11. 6^. 8rf. per annum. This was the Rectory. The 
Vicar's Portion, as it is called, was under i64.^^ In 1341, the Taxa^ 
tion of £15. 6*. 8rf. being first quoted, the Assessors of the Ninth 
rated this Parish at £S, only.^® The corn had been destroyed by 
storms : there had been a general murrain among the sheep, and 
five carucates of land lay untilled. Moreover the Glebe and Altar- 
ages of the Church were included in the Church-Tawationj but ex- 
cluded from the current assessment. 

The Valor of 1534-5 gives the preferment of John Lytilton, 
Rector of Monslowe, as worth, in glebe and tithes, £22. 16^. 8rf. 
The Bishop's triennial visitation-fees equalled an annual charge of 
13*. 4rf. Procurations, payable annually to the Bishop's Commis- 



** Supra, pp. 49, 50, 61. 
» Supra, Vol. in, p. 2. 
^ Houtehold BoUy p. 77 ; Annotaium»y 



p. dxxxvL 

»7 Pope Nick. Taxation, p. 167, J). 
" InquiiUiones Nonarum, p. 186, b. 
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sary^ were 6s. Sd, SynodaLs payable to the Archdeacon were 1«. 6d. 
The Net value of the Rectory was therefore £21. l&s. 2rf.*» 

EABLY INCUMBENTS. 

Stephen^ Rector of Munalow, in or about 1115, has abeady oc- 
curred. 

John de Covintre was presented January 14, 1252, by the 
Crown, as having custody of Henry de Hastings^ heir.^ 

Robert de Sheppeye was Rector in 1311, when, on April 27, he 
presents William de Tikenhale to the Vicarage. The Rectory 
was vacant in 1324, and the right of patronage contested between 
Sir John de Hastings and Robert Bek. A King's Writ of May 12 
forbids the Bishop to admit any Parson pendente lite ; but another 
Writ of July 21 certifies that Hastings is the Patron. Meanwhile, 
that is, on June 26, Sir John de Hastings had presented — 

Master William de Lodelowe. The same person called — 

Master William de Routon, being Rector here, was cited in 
1333 for non-payment of Procurations. In 1337 he was excom- 
municated, and a Writ was out for his arrest. On his ('^ Master 
William de Lodalowe's'') death, viz. on July 22, 1349 — 

Adam de Hopton, Clerk, was presented by the King as Gustos 
of the land and heir of Sir Laurence de Hastings, late Earl of Pem- 
broke.*^ 

Sir William Rychardyn, Priest, was instituted Oct. 3, 1371 ; — 
on presentation of Sir John de Hastings, Earl of Pembroke, Lord 
Wexford and Abergavenny. A Commission of December 13, 1385^ 
concerns charges of scandalous immorality against this Rector; and 
on March 8, 1386, he has the Bishop's dispensation for five years' 
absence, and license to demise the firuits of his Church, for that 
period, to Sir Richard Talbot, Lord of Blakmere. Rychardyn re- 
signed in 1396, exchanging benefices with — 

Sir William Cachepolle, who on May 5, 1400, again ex- 
changes with — 

Sir Richard Leynwardin, late Rector of Dale, in Canterbury 
Diocese. 



M Valor Ecole8iagticu8,lll,2Xi9, 
«> Patent, 36 Hen. ni. 



^ Patent, 23 Edw. Ill, p. 2, m. 24. 
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Domesday describes this Manor as follows.^ — 

" The Earl himself holds Corfan. King Edward held it (in Saxon 
times) with four berewicks. Here are iiii hides geldable. In de- 
mesne are v ox-teams, and there is capability for a sixth (et sewta 
posset esse). Here iii Villains and iii Boors have iii ox-teams^ and 
there is capability for ii teams more. Here are x Neat-herds. 

" Of this land one of the EarFs Knights holds half a hide, and 
has thereon one ox-team, and ii Serfs, and ii Villains with one team. 
It is worth 5*. {per annum). 

" The Church of St. Peter holds the Church of this Manor, with 
one hide. The arable land is enough for iii ox-teams. It yields to 
the Monks ISs. (yearly)." 

" To this Manor (Corfan) pertains the whole of Comestane Hun- 
dred and Patinton Hundred. In time of King Edward, the Manor, 
together with two pennies firom the Hundreds,^ yielded £10. of the 
Ferm? Now, together with the Hundreds, it yields £6. to the 
Earl.'' 

Corfham then, in Saxon times and at Domesday y was Caput of 
the two Hundreds of Culvestan and Patinton. King Edward's 
Manors were many of them thus united with an Hundredal Juris- 
diction. Morville, a case in point, has already been disposed of. 
When, on the forfeiture of Earl Robert de Belesme, all his Seigneu- 
ries reverted to Henry I, that King, re-arranging the Hundreds 
of Shropshire, made Munslow the Caput of its Hundred, which 
Hundred mainly represented the more ancieut ones of Culvestan 
and Patinton. Corfham then became simply a Manor of Royal 
Demesne. It was combined with two adjacent Manors, Culmington 
and Siefton, and all three came to the hands of Henry II, as con- 
stituting an estate of Royal Demesne, whose fiscal value was £31. 



* Domesday^ fo. 253, b, 1. 

2 That is, 2d. out of every 3<i. yielded 
by the Fleas and perquisites of the Hun- 
dred- (Courts. The third penny (terHum 
denarium) belonged as usual to the Saxon 

V. 21 



Earl of the County, that is, to Earl Algar 
or his son Earl Edwin. 

' That is, £10. of the sum known as 
the Firma ConUtatiU. 



! on the reputed value of the same 



)n Priors, how this estate waa, blether 
n by Henry II, in the first year of his 
eriers, and how it so remained till the 
about Christmas 1175.* Then Corfham, 
verted to the King, and from then till 
f accounts at the rate of £31. per anxaan 
;y [^ain constituted an estate of Royal 
in the County Form. 

this plan was altered. — The SheriST, de- 
s the land of Corfham, clums quittance 
cvious year's ferm thereof), saying that 
ed up the same according to the Kin^s 
iB in substance repeated on every Pipe- 
he truth is that about Michaelmas 1177 

estate to a subject, and the reason why 

unusually excluded &om a public docu- 
s not difficult to discover. — The Grantee 
Clifford, Father of King Henry's Para- 
he gift was, in short, the wages of dis- 
■car and at length paid stealthily. Policy 
! dictated the concealment ; for Henry's 
liieeu Eleanor and the kingdom, had only 

crisis which had wcllnigh overwhelmed 



)NT OF CLIFFORD. 

>f whom I am now to speak, was the son 

the Nephew and apparently the hdr of 

ce," two persons who figure in Dotnesday 

rs in Oxfordshire, Berkshire, Wiltshire, 

iild add • There wm eJso a fourth Brother,— 

that in Oabcm fiU Vona.: Ho had a eon Rolpli 
lie aum (vido MoHotlicoii, II, 422, No. liii). 
opshiro Aj^in tlieru waa a fifth Brotlicr, Sinmi 

(ride Momutiam, III, 448, No. iv). 
-El in The bIoij which idonUfiea Ponciue, tiie 

n Her- Fnthcr of these Brethroo, with the f»- 
'U £31. moua WilHam of Arqui-a (Undo to Wil- 
liam thu Conquoror) is simply ridimloua. 
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ershire, and Herefordshire. I can add no- 
las said about Richard fits Ponce, except 

after the year 1115,^ and Walter de Clif- 
led him before 1138.8 of Walter de aif- 
? war of Buccesaion which ensued, we know 
ion to Chnmology will however snpply, in 
e, some traits in the character, and some 
greater personage. Henry, Duke of Nor- 
f nineteen years and two months when on 
iA the Princess Eleanor of Poitou, who six 
!n divorced by Lonis VII of France. The 
rat to Duke Henry it promised great poli- 
e other hand the beauty and attractions o{ 
y been blackened by tales of the foulest 
fidelity, whilst the wife of Henry Planta- 
tation has ever been thrown. Her excesses 
;re of another kind. Let us see how far 
-ovoked by the conduct of her husband, 
served, the eldest eon of Duke Henry and 
gust 17, 1153 ; Prince Henry, their second 

On January 6th, 1153, Duke Henry had 
ke a great effort for his Crown. After the 
QOwn treaty with Stephen, he rccrossed to 
154. In this interval commenced, and du- 
. interval continued, the amour of Henry 
er of Walter de Clifford. The result was 
n and Geoffrey, the two sons of Henry and 
etwcen the births of William and Henry, 
f Henry and Eleanor !' 
I I have of Walter de Clifford after Henry 

of 10s, to him, paid in 1158 by order of 
heriff of Herefordshire."' This may have 

successful expedition which, as Keeper of 

rnanl, Bi- ai^rount (p. 647, a, ibidem) would make 

)neocratotl tlio trananction later, Tu. in the time of 

X. Caput Abbot Oilbort <1139-11'IT); but this tf*- 

timouj IB of infmor weight. 

ngiJ the * The scnioritj of Qtolfrcj, Archbishop 

Ola^burj' of York, over Frincc Uonrj it distinctly 

13K,«hen nol«l by the BiojjmphiT of liie former 

■aasaetion (Atylia Sacra, It, 37S). 

Monutic >° Rot. Pip. 4 Ucn. II, Herpfor^ltin. 
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the Castle of Lhanymdhyfri, he made into the territory of Rees ap 
Gniflfyth, Prince of South Wales, and which happened, according to 
the Welsh Chronicles, in the same year.^'' In 1165 he appears as 
holding one knighfs-fee under the Bishop of Worcester,^^ and one 
knight's-fee under the Bishop of Hereford.^^ He seems to have 
made no return of his tenures in capite ; for that portion of the 
Liber Niger which says that " he holds Corfham and Culminton, 
and the Haye of Emeston and Lesclines, by service of one knight,'^ 
is supplementary and of a later date than 1177, as I have already 
shown.** In 1187 he was charged 20*. to the scutage of Gralway 
for a knighf s-fee in Wiltshire.^^ He seems to have died in 1190, 
and evidently at an advanced age. 

Walter de CliflTord's name is connected with many eleemosynary 
charters which, whether we consider them as works of piety or re- 
morse, teU us something further of his family and private concerns. 
His grant to Dore Abbey of Cantersclif seems to have been made in 
hope that a subject Abbey would be founded at the latter place. It 
was made with consent of his wife Margaret and all his heirs. It 
was for the souls^ health of himself and his wife, their parents, and 
their sons and daughters, also of Osbem fitz Hugh (who has been 
said to have married a daughter of Clifford). The Deed is attested 
by David, Bishop of St. David's (1147-1176), Osbem fitz Hugh, 
Margaret do Clifford, Walter de CliflFord the younger (Juvene), Rosa- 
mund his Sister, Ralph de Bascherville, and others.^^ 

This Charter probably passed before the year 1173 ; — a date de- 
termined by a series of events which evidently were subsequent, 
and which I must incorporate in my story. In March 1173 Prince 
Henry left his Father's Court in Normandy, and sought that of his 
Father-in-law, Louis VII of France. The Princes Richard and 
Geofirey followed their Brother ; and Queen Eleanor, who, actuated 
as it is said by jealousy, had planned this domestic rebellion, also 
absconded. The Queen fell into the hands of her husband, and with 



" Powel, p. 152. 

12 . 13 . 14 xMfgr Niger, I, 174, 150, 149. 

^* Liber Ruber Scaccarii, fo. xlix. 

^* Mon€uticon, V, 555, No. viiL — 

Margaret wife of Walter de Clifford 
(I), is said, with probability, to have 
brought him Clifford Castle mfratik-mar' 
riage, she being a daughter of Balph de 
Toni, Domesday Lord of that Castle. 
When the Genealogists further assort that 
he said Margaret was descended from 



William fitz Osbem, Earl of Hereford, 
they forget that, if daughter of Balph de 
Toni, the said Margaret was niece of Wil- 
liam fitz Osbem's wife who was sister of 
the said Balph. 

An equally probable account of the mode 
in which Clifford-Castle left the succes- 
sion of De Toni is that Maud, wife of 
Bichard fitz Ponce, was a daughter of 
Balph de Toni. 



interval ia 1185-6, continued a close pri- 
ixteen years of his life. Immediately on 
it, Rosamond Cliffiird became openly and 
if the King.'^ For an indefinite time pre- 
Jy domiciled at Woodstock. The Charter 
lassed still further back and before she left 

of Henry's conduct, dating as I have said 
lelled by another event of that year. Rosa- 
frey, though not yet twenty years of age, 
lop of Lincoln, and this was doubtless by 

However the Mother's career ended soon 
Dsition. She died then about 1175-6, for 
istmctioD on the expression of the Chro- 

Godstow, — a place ostensibly dedicated to 
Lstity ! 

s to Godstow Nunnery, which, passing as 
. of Rosamond Clifford's death, next claim 
e Clifford for his soul's health, and for the 
it and their daughter Rj3samond, gave to 
U of Framtou, with a meadow near thereto, 
Jt-pit in Wich. This he did with consent 
, and of his own heirs. And Walter de 
limself son and heir of the Grantor, cou- 
rt clause of the Charter. There were wit- 
;m fitz Hugh, Hugh dc Say, Richard de 
other, Richard de Karesi, William Char- 

emporary grant to Godstow I have already 
tnd I have only here to repeat that it meii- 
i the last Deed, the previous death of Mar- 
ford, and the burial of both at Godstow. 
I's grant to Haughniond Abbey between 
oak under Culraington. The cotemporary 
tz Hugh to that house have been already 

rde Clifford died about 1190. We have 
:ee sons, Walter, the eldest, Richard, and 
ain and very remarkable that — 

I » Xonasll-ua, IV, p. 3C6, lii!, 
n). I *> l^upro, Vol. IV, [i. 30G. 
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Richard de Clifford^ the second son^ succeeded to Corfham and 
the Shropshire estates of the Father, — and this for a Fine of 300 
merks proffered to and accepted by King Richard I, before Michael- 
mas 1190.^1 The Sheriff of that year deducts £31. from his lia- 
bilities for the ferm of Corfham in the same mode as had been used 
during the life of Walter de Clifford (I), but the Pipe-Roll also con- 
tains Richard de Clifford's Fine, of which 130 merks had already 
been paid. And on the Roll of 1191 the Sheriff claims quittance 
for this £31. for the Manor of Corfham, adding that Richard de 
Clifford had the same by the King's order ; — which entry is repeated 
on the annual Rolls to the year 1199 inclusive. Also Richard de 
Clifford's Fine, all but 21 ^ merks, had been liquidated in 1193, and 
the balance had been assured by the undertaking of a third person. 

The inquiry now arises as to why Richard 1 thus ignored the 
rights of the elder Brother and dictated or allowed this anomalous 
succession. For want of a positive answer I venture on a sug- 
gestion. Of all Henry's sons, Richard Duke of Aquitaine was the 
most distinguished for steady devotion to the cause and person of 
his Mother. Under the circumstances of the Royal pair, Richard's 
affection for his Mother necessarily implied hostility to his Father. 
This hostility was increased, if we may believe the story, by a 
monstrous personal injury suffered by Richard himself. In January 
1168, during a temporary peace between Louis VII and Henry, 
Richard, then a boy in his eleventh year, did homage to the King 
of France for the Duchy of Aquitaine, and was affianced to Adelais 
the infant daughter of Louis. The care and education of the Prin- 
cess was entrusted to her intended Father-in-law. She was con- 
veyed to England, and it is broadly asserted by one of the Chroniclers 
that on the death of Rosamond Clifford the affianced bride of Rich- 
ard became the mistress of King Henry. There is too much reason 
to believe this story. Subsequent events strongly corroborate it. 
Henry sought a divorce from Queen Eleanor in order, it is supposed, 
that he might marry Adelais. Philip Augustus peremptorily de- 
manded the surrender of the Princess, his Sister, and Richard, whose 
earliest love had been thus atrociously outraged, leagued himself 
with the French King and defied his Father. 

On Henry's death, Richard's first act was to liberate his Mother. 
While Richard was occupied with the affairs of Normandy, Eleanor 



-1 Rot, Pip. 2 Bic. I, Salop, Bugdale 
has ontirdj misrcprescntod the object of 
this Fine, confusing it apparonUy with 



proceedings of a hiter date which con- 
cerned Frampton in Gloucestershire. 
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acted as Regent of England. Two years later and a Bishop of 
Lincoln ordered the body of Rosamond CliflTord to be removed 
from its sepulchre in the Church of Grodstow, and to be buried 
without the walls. All these things combined, certify us of some- 
thing further, and more relevant to our provincial subject. We learn 
the severity with which Richard will have regarded everything con- 
nected with the infamous passions and crimes of his Father ; we 
learn the disgust with which he must have listened even to the 
name of Clifford, so associated with his Mother's wrongs. What 
wonder then if when, according to estabUshed routine, he was 
called upon to confirm his Father's grant of one of the finest Crown 
estates in Shropshire to the heir of the first Grantee, he should 
have refused to do so, though he gave it to a younger brother ? Of 
Richard de Clifford, Lord of Corf ham and Culmington during the 
remainder of King Richard's reign, I have nothing further to say 
at present. A curious problem now demands our notice. — It is 
evident that — 

Walter db Clifford (II) was seized, during Richard's reign, of 
other estates of his inheritance, though not of Corf ham. I offer a 
few incidental hints of this fact. His influence, as one of the 
Lords Marchers of Herefordshire, is shown in the circumstance that 
in 1191 he had custody of Knighton Castle. This trust was appa- 
rently his by the direction of the Chancellor, Longchamp, by whose 
orders the Sheriff of Worcestershire paid Walter de Clifford 25 
merks for the purpose in question. Also the Sheriff of Shropshire 
paid for 60 hogs required by Walter de Clifford for the stores of 
Knighton Castle.^^ Again in 1194 the scutage on a knight's-fee 
in Berkshire was charged to the name of Walter de Clifford.^ 
The same thing recurred in 1196, when also Walter de Clifford 
was charged with scutage on half a knight's-fee in Wiltshire.^ He 
was also charged with the scutage of 1199 in Berkshire.^ But 
King John had been crowned little more than two months, when 
the following Fine appears on the Rolls: — "Walter de Clifford 
gives the King 300 merks to have the King's confirmation of the 
Manor of Corfam and of Colrainton, and of the Haye of Ernestre 
and of Les Clies."^* Before September 29, 1199, he had paid 50 
merks of this Fine into the Treasury. He was acquitted of 
£19. 8*. 9rf. more, in respect of disbursements which, as Sheriff of 
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Herefordshire in the year then ended, he had made over and above* 
hia receipts.^s The balance of £147. 4^. 7d. was discharged in sub- 
sequent years. 

Now the King's Charter, which was secured by this Fine, is ex- 
tant. — It bears date at Chambrais August 3, 1199, and gives the 
premises to Walter de Clifford and his heirs, to hold of the King 
by service of one Knight's-fee. It moreover grants the premises 
with all appurtenances, " as King Richard, our Brother, granted 
and confirmed the same to Richard de Clifibrd, the Grantee's bro- 
ther, whose heir the said Walter is.''^ The Charter then appa- 
rently supposes the previous death of Richard de Clifford without 
issue. Whether Richard de Clifford was really so deceased is the 
problem before us. If he was, then Walter de Clifford had still 
another brother Richard to dispute his title.^*^ In short, either the 
Richard de Clifford named in King John's Charter proved to be 
living, or another Richard de Clifford contested the Charter ; and 
if so^ probably on the ground that King Richard's previous grant 
had made Corfham the appanage of a younger brother. This pro- 
blem I will not attempt to solve, but will give the progress of the 
litigation between the two Brothers as far as I can collect it. — 

In Easter Term 1200 a day of that Term {April 17) was given 
to Walter de Clifford and Richard his Brother concerning the laud 
of Korfham. The Litigants were to appear before the King him- 
self, if he should be in England, on the given day ; if not, then they 
were to appear at Westminster. Richard de Clifford named Oliver 
de Bekelay (perhaps Berkeley) his Attorney ad lucrandum velper^ 
dendum.^ On the day given Walter de Clifford essoigned himself 
by Pulk de Beinfeld and Robert Clerk.* A postponement of a 
fortnight was allowed by the Court. The further process of this 
interesting case, and consequently the pleadings, are, I fear, lost. 
We have however the result in a Fine levied at Westminster in 
Michaelmas Term 1200. It purports to be between Richard de 
Clifford, Plaintiff, and Walter de Clifford, his Brother, — Tenant, of 
Corfham and of Clyes and of Colminton, and of the Haye of Er- 
nestrie, whereof was suit between the parties. Richard de Clifford 
now renounces all claim of himself or his heirs, and in favour of 
Walter and his heirs. In return, Walter de Clifford gives to 
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d tuB heirs, begotten of Leticia de Berkelay 
LOOT of Framton,- — ^to hold of the Grantor by 
.'s-fee ; but in case the Grantee should have 
fe, the Manor was (at his death) to revert to 
eirs. Moreover the said Walter gave to the 
luity of £10., to be paid in equal half-yearly 
I of Hugh de Dunre and John de Solcrs, and, 
IS before the death of the Annuitant, to be 
' heirs. And further, Kicbard, for his life, 
e Knight's service reserved on Pramton to 
nder only the King's and Chief-Lord's ser- 
: the heirs of Bichard, begotten of Leticia as 
rdfl to render the knighf a service, temporarily 
vht doing ward at Clifford Castle for forty 
re and John de Solera, being present at this 
for themselves and their heirs to fulfil the 
le above annuity of £10.*" 
of this is, that Richard de CliCTord's claim 
; have been very cogent, otherwise bo valuable 
not have been given for its abandonment, 
i^lifford's first acts on obtaining or securing 
! Shropshire estates, was a grant to Haugh- 
ve to the Canons, for the sustenance of their 
ections in fresh fish, the Mill of Culmitone 
on (Siefton) ; also half a virgate in Syneton, 
Eoning to the latter mill ; also all usual smi 
Tenants of Culmitone in support and in re- 
The Deed mentions the previous interests 
, the Grantor's Father, and of Hugh de Pe- 
3 premises. The witnesses were Hugh de 
, that is, of the Grantor's Great-niece, Mar- 
:r de Clifford son of Walter the Second (son, 
) ; Simon Falconer, then Seneschal.** 
ble circumstance that the Canons of Haugh- 
irmation from " Richard, son of Walter de 
grant. This, I take it, was dtme ex abun- 
lier during the progress of the litigation be- 
else in forestalment of any future revival of 
claim, notwithstanding the fine of October 

ialop, I " Haughinond Chuiuluy : I^t, Cini' 

IV, p. 810). 1 on. MonatHcon, VI, 109, it. 
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1200. The witnesses of Richard de Cliflford's Confirmation were 
Reginald de Balnn and Robert Corbeth^ — names which accord well 
with its supposed date. 

The trust and favour with which Walter de Clifibrd (II) was 
almost continuously regarded by King John are proved by numerous 
entries on the Rolls of that reign. We find him sometimes in per- 
sonal attendance at Court ; sometimes he is the Ctistos of Royal 
Castles^ either that of Hereford or those on the Welsh Border of 
Herefordshire. Onewhile he has a present of Deer from the King's 
Forest. Hostages and escheated lands are entrusted to his keepings 
the latter sometimes for his own personal benefit. He held the 
Shrievalty of Herefordshire in 1199, and again for another period, 
commencing at least as early as April 1205, and ending in May 
1208. His conduct in this oflSce seems to have been extremely 
rapacious ; but a Fine of 1000 merks prevented any troublesome 
inquiries, and secured the King's good will, suspended, it would ap- 
pear, at the moment.^ This was in the Summer of 1208, and a 
document of the previous year distinguishes this Walter de CUfford 
from his son of the same name by the appellation Vetus?^ It is 
probable indeed that at the time he was upwards of seventy years 
of age; and though he lived till 1220, it is very doubtful whether 
some intermediate appearances of a person called merely Walter de 
Cliftbrd do not belong to the Son. It was however Walter de 
Clifford the elder who, in June 1211, was returned as holding the 
Manor »of Corfham by gift of King Henry II and by service of 
one knighfs-fcc, "which Manor'' the Record says most intelligibly 
" used to render £31.,"^^ i. e. to the Royal Exchequer, yearly. Again 
it was Walter de Clifford the elder who about August 1213, and in 
consequence of his Brother Richard'3 death, gave King John 100 
merks and a palfrey for custody of the lands and heirs of the said 
Richard. The said heirs were to be married at the King's will, 
and the Sheriff of Gloucestershire was to be reimbursed his outlay 
on certain buildings at Frampton,*^ — an outlay apparently incurred 
since the estate came into the King's hand by Richard de Clif- 
ford's death. Again, when on April 30, 1215, we find Walter de 
Clifford summoned, with other Barmis then at Gloucester, to meet 
the King with horses and arms at Cirencester,^^ we should suppose 
that Walter de CUfford the elder was concerned. However the co- 
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e of hJB Son, hereafter to be shown, and the 
rt this time Walter de Clifford Junior held 
the escheated Honour of Brecknock, indepen- 
and dependently only on the King,** induce a 
eteran now under notice waa the person thus 
e doubt arises as to the identity of that Walter 
[ay 28, 1216, was commissioned to treat with 
uid to hring him to King John ;^ and who on 
appointed one of the Keepers of Beauchainp's 

However Walter de Clifford the elder died 
ry 23, 1221, when the Sherift of Wiltshire 
ed to give his lands to Walter Junior, his son 
now as to — 
, Lady of Cavenby and Glentham, the great 

of Walter de Clifford {II) so materially in- 
ce of his House. In November and December 
de Clifford (11) concerned in litigation about 
nhtless these lands were at Wickham or some 
of his wife Agnes. Also Walter de Clifford's 
;ntioned in 1198,*' probal)ly accrued with the 
mtest in 1199 and 1200 with the Lincolnshire 
E about a Nottinghamshire Advowson,** his 
;shirc Abbey of Barlings and the Nottingham- 
■odholm" are facts which faintly indicate the 
'ere of Agnea de Cundy's inheritance in those 
Walter de Clifford's fine of fifteen merks that 
ipelled to cross the seas in the King's service, 
seen a Tenant in capite of five knights' -fees, 

registered under Nottinghamshire.** About 
^■as tendered singly by Agnes, wife of Walter 
! palfrey that she might hold all her life her 
a Kent), and that her Tenants there might he 
nd aids.« The King's Patent of March 20th 
sought, in corresponding terms,** but the ano- 

onlj aJd that Eogcr dc Cimtlj, her Fa- 
i-lib. 192. ther, held in 11G5, no less thui eight 

knights'-fees under the Bishop of Lincoln 
I, 79, 94, 179. {Liber Nyer, I, £61). Hii office of Scne- 
, l'J4. Klinl to those powerful FrelatM de««ided 

, Num. T, nnd U) thi' CliffonU. 
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maly of a wife thus fining in her husband^s life-time, seems to have 
been incomprehensible even to the cotemporary Clerk of the Pipe, 
who in the same year enters the debt incurred to the Crown as that 
of Agnes, widow [qtusfuit uxor) of Walter de CliflFord.*^ A Patent 
dated October 10, 1216, again presents Agnes de Clifford in a some- 
what independent position. It certifies that Walter, " Chaplain of 
Agnes, wife of Walter de Clifford Senior,^^ in journeying any whither 
through the said Walter's Manors, is imder Royal letters of safe-con- 
duct, without any limit as to time.^^ 

Many of the circumstances which I hare now narrated had sug- 
gested to my mind the idea that Walter de Clifford (II) was inter- 
mittently or continuously imbecile during the last few years of his 
life. I have however met with extracts from a most interesting 
document, — the Will of Dame Agnes Clifford,^^ — which exhibit the 
Lady in a less independent position than the King's Patents, and 
show also that, when the Will was made, her husband was both living 
and competent to act. We know not indeed the date of this Will, 
that is, how long it preceded Walter de Clifford's death, and so the 
doubt about his state in the last few years of his life may remain. 
I pass to the Document itself. Thereby Dame Agnes de Clifford be- 
queaths 100 solidates of land to the Prior and Convent of the Holy 
Trinity (i. e. the Cathedral Monastery) at Canterbury. This bequest 
was together with her body in burial, by consent of her Lord, Walter 
de Clifford. To the Augustine Monastery at Canterbury she gives 
40«., to St. Gregory's Church, 20«., and to the Church of St. Sepul- 
chre, 20*. Her bequest to Wenlock Priory follows, as I have al- 
ready given it.^^ As a provision for Basilia her daughter (BasUue 
filuB mea consulenda), she leaves 20 merks; to Dame Cecilia, 5 merks; 
to Walter her son, a golden ring ; to her own Mother,^^ a ring ; to 
her sons, Roger, Richard, Simon, and Giles, some bequest un- 
specified ; and to each of her daughters a golden ring. To fulfil this 
her Testament she certifies that her Lord, Walter de Clifford, has 
conceded the issues of the Manor of Cavenby arising in the year 
after her death. She appoints as her Executors Sir Walter de 
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grants her some privileges in the Forest 
of Brill in Buckinghamshire. She was 
then resident at Middletou, a Manorwhich, 



^ Supra, VoL III, p. 239. if I mistake not, was in Oxfordshire, and 
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r Hereford, and the Prior of Christ-Church, 

RD (III), with whom I dow proceed, attested 
» Haugbmond in the very beginning of the 
a May 23, 1208, he was sent from Winchester 
' hb Father that his successor in the Shrievalty 
l>eea appointed." Omitting many problema- 
Iter de Clifford, which occur from this time 
ruishing Father and Sou, I insert others which 
Son only, and in which he is usually distin- 
uvenia. In February 1210 King John sends 
■ to Walter de Clifford /wwcnw." Intheseqoel 
repeated proofs of hie being in Ireland with 
iBt 14, 1215, King John appointed him Sheriff 
;cession to Nicholas de Lymesye,^^ and on the 
de him Cuslos of the See of Hereford, vacant 
I Giles de Braoae.^^ On Februaiy 25, 1216, 
;n the latter trust to another;" and on August 
acy was appointed bis Successor in the Shrie- 
no sign of the Koyal displeasure we find from 
whereby the King gives Dinunoc to Walter 
maintuu him in the Royal service.'^ His 
King John is certified hy his attestation of a 
iln, on September 28, 1216,— just three weeks 
;h. On October 28, 1217, Dimmack, which 
seized for the Crown as Royal demesne, was 
Chfford by writ of Henry III." On January 
o his paternal iuberitancc, his Relief is fixed 
year he had the usual letters of scutage, he 
the Kiug at the siege of Biham. On De- 
fines £100. for custody and marriage of the 
trother Roger." In August 1233 Walter de 
hed soldier," is noticed as one of the Con- 
)arl Marshall. The King precipitated their 
f " deuouncing the said Confederates as pro- 
judgment of his Court or sentence of their 
leir personal arrest, and gave their lands to 
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the Poitevins/^ Thus much of this afiair we learn from a Chro- 
nicle.** The evidence is circumstantiallj illustrated by a King's 
Writ bearing date August 14, 1233, which orders the Sheriff of 
Shropshire to seize Walter de Clifford's Manor of Corfham with the 
Castle thereof, and all com, stores, and chattels belonging thereto, 
and to keep them safely till further orders. Similar Writs to the 
Sheriffs of Kent, Oxfordshire, and Lincolnshire, ordered the seizure 
of Clifford's lauds in those Counties.^ The treason of Walter de 
Clifford was very short-lived. A Patent of September 1, 1233, 
dated at Haye, gives safe-conduct through the King's land to Rich- 
ard fitz Simon and others of Clifford's men who were in garrison at 
Clifford Castle. A second Patent, dated at Montgomery on Sep- 
tember 16, gives safe-conduct to Walter de Clifford himself, in com- 
ing to the King to treat of peace. On March 17, 1234, H. de Tru- 
blevill is ordered to give up Clifford Castle to its Lord, to whom the 
King had restored it. At Michaelmas 1235 and Easter 1236 Wal- 
ter de Clifford was separately assessed in Shropshire for his propor- 
tion of the Aid due on marriage of the King's Sister. He paid in all 
£1. 18«. 2d,, that is, at the rate of 2 merks per fee, on one fee of old 
feoffment, and one-third and one-tenth of a fee of new feoffment.^ 
These additions to the original service of one feie will be explained 
elsewhere. In November 1236 a Fine was levied between Richard 
Prior of Little Malvern, Plaintiff, and Walter de Clifford, Defor- 
ciant, of 90 quarters {summis) of com, (value £13. 10«.), being the 
arrears of an annual due of 6 quarters claimed by the Prior. Clifford 
undertook to pay the due in future at Corfham, and the Prior re- 
mitted the arrears. I doubt not that it was in respect of this Law* 
suit that Walter de Clifford figures on the Pipe-Roll of 1288 as 
owing the King 20 merks /(}r mfijust detention. In or about 1240 
we have Walter de Clifford's Shropshire Tenure entitled a Barony,^ 
It may however be a question whether the expression could properly 
be used, except with reference to his collective estates, here and 
elsewhere. In Trinity Term 1243, and again in Easter Term 1244, 
I find allusion to another Suit between the Prior of Little Malvern 
and Walter de Clifford. 

Walter de Clifford was now of advanced age and the father of an 
only child, a female. To this we may attribute a Patent of April 
80, 1244, which intimates the King's desire that a contract of mar- 

« Wendover, Vol IV, p. 271. I ^ Testa de NepiU, pp. 60, 61. 

« Originalia, 17, Hen. III. | « Tewta de NevUl, p. 48. 
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riage ahoald be made between Matilda de Clifford and one of the 
BODB of William Longespee. We shall recur to this subject again. 
In or about the month of January 1250 Walter de Clifford again 
appears in a rebellious attitude. " Being," says the Chronicler, 
" not least among the Barons Marchers, in power, wealth, and pri- 
vileges, he vas accused of violent and di^p*aceful treatment of a 
King's Messenger. He had compelled the said Functiomiry to 
swallow, seal and all, the Royal Epistle of which he was bearer. 
Clifford submitting to the King's sentence, hardly eacaped forfeiture 
and death. He lost however his iranchisea {libertatem), waa fined 
1000 merka, and, being dismissed under pledge of select Sureties, 
went home without imprisonment."" Certain Crown-debts of Wal- 
ter de Clifford recorded on the Shropshire Fipe-Boll of 1252 may 
possibly involve a balance of this amercement. He is said to owe 
£77. 8». on two debts, payment whereof was required in Bucking- 
hamshire. Also be owed 30 merks for d^auU and tratuffregston, — 
a debt put in charge in Warwickshire. 

The Inquisition on the Manor of Corfham in 1255 must be un- 
derstood to include under that term Culmington, Siefton, and Did- 
dlebnry, with their adjuncts. The Manor was estimated to contain 
71 hidea, whereas the same territory at Domesday was equal to 14 
hides. Sir Walter de Clifford held the Manor of the King by ser- 
vice of one Knight. He had a franchise here, by grant of the King's 
ancestors. He had gallows, assize of bread and beer, and held jAeas 
of blood-shed, hue and cry, and other leaser pleas. Besides these he 
was entitled to the breve de recto, that is, I suppose, to a King's 
Writ, ordering any local suit to be tried in the Manorial Court.^" 

A fine of 2 merks of gold for a grant of Market, Fair, and Free- 
Warren, was proffered by Walter d^ Clifford in 1258, and entered 
on the Shropshire Pipe-Roll of 1209. I do not find however any 
corresponding Charter securing these privileges to his Shropshire 
estates, though a Charter of 1261 confers them in his Herefordshire 
Manor of Clifford." On May 19, 1263, a Patent to Walter de 
Clifford undertakes that the King will look to Matilda de Longespee, 
Walter's daughter, for payment of his debts due to the Crown. 

On December 16, 1263, Walter de Clifford was deceased, for then 
did Margaret his Widow (so describing herself) bequeath her heart 

" M. Pans (Watts) I, 772.— Aiijone I tion j— that U, if l!ie storj bo btkeu litffl^ 
airare of the ditncneioii!! and ina(«rul of all}'. 

the Gi«st Heal of Henry HI, nill not '^ Sot. Sundred. II,64, 65, 72. 

think lightly of the Messengiir's obliga- | " Sot. Cart. (Calendar) p. 90. 
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to be buried at Acombury^ appointing 15 merks and all expenses of 
the said burial to be paid to the Nuns there. Her Deed, which 
passed at Ross, in Herefordshire, was sealed with the seals of Sam- 
son, Abbot of Kingswood, and Henry, Abbot of Dore ; — probably 
because the Lady had not as yet a seal of her own, proper to her 
recent state of widowhood.^* On December 23, 1263, the Sheriff 
of Shropshire is ordered to seize for the Crown the lands of Walter 
de Clifford, deceased. Having died in the King's debt, his Execu- 
tors arc not to administer his goods and chattels till further in- 
structions.'^ 

Margaret, the above-mentioned wife of Walter de Clifford (III), 
was a daughter of LeweUyn, Prince of Wales. She could not have 
been married to Clifford before 1231-2, in one of which years her 
first husband, John de Braose of Brember, was killed by a faD from 
his horse. Consequently her daughter Matilda cannot have been 
twelve years of age when in April 1244 the King proposed her mar- 
riage with a son of William Longespee. By this means the said 
son, viz. William Longespee (III), being Great-Grandson of Rosa- 
mond Clifford, became the husband of his Father's second Cousin, 
Matilda de Clifford. This match was productive of one only daugh- 
ter, Margery, whom I reckon to have been under five years of age^* 
when her Father, in December 1256, negotiated for her marriage 
with Henry de Lacy, afterwards Earl of Lincoln, then a boy of 
about the same age as his proposed wife. Within two months of 
this negotiation, that is, about January 1257, William Longspee 
(III) died in the flower of his youth, and Matilda his Widow be- 
came seized of her dower in his estates. In 1263, and while still a 
Widow, she succeeded to the whole Barony of her Father Walter 
de Clifford. For the circumstances of her subsequent abduction by 
John Giffard of Brimsfield, I refer elsewhere.^* A Patent dated 
March 10th, 1271, legalized her marriage with the said John Giffard 
as jGeur as the King was concerned. 

At the Inquisitions of November 1274 many were the complaints 
of the neighbourhood against John Giffiird and his Officers at Corf- 
ham. The Jurors of the Hundreds of Munslow and Stottcsden, 



^ MtmasHcont VI, 400, Num. vi. — 
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Borongli of Ludlow, had numberlesB griev- 
to sllege against John del Ewe, Constable of 
liis Beadle. Nor was the tyranny of these 
igers only. The Jurors of Corfham itself had 
port within the Liberty. The most flagrant, 
It of their all^ations, concerned an offence 
lier than against themselves individually. Sir 
, through his Constable (here called De Aqua) 
ma, and had subsequently released them with- 
ham Jurors fiirtber knew wdl the history of 
IS ancient demesne of the Crown, how Henry 
dter de Clifford " for love of Rosamond his 
ors-Ditton had anciently been appurtenant to 

76 I find John Gifiard and Matilda his wife 
ma for hunting in their Forest of Corfham.'^ 
of John Giffard, was deceased, but he con- 
tes as Tenant by Cottriety of England. Hence 
[lys that " John Oiffard holds the Manor of 
[atilda de Longespeye, formerly daughter and 
brd, for one Knighfs-fee." 
ohn Giffard was questioned, under Writ of 
ling Pleas of the Crown within his Manor of 
ed that he claimed to hold two great Courts 
Manor, and in such Conrta to inquire into 
e usual to such Courts, and to hold the same 
the Sheriff's Toum, and to have infangethef 
as John Oiffard was only Tenant for life, and 
eritance of the four daughters of his deceased 
'horn was produced in Court and shown to he 
as adjourned.^ 

May 28, 1299. The heira of his fint wife, 
ere found to be Mai^ery, Countess of Lin- 
William Longespee, and Catherine, Eleanor, 
ters by John GiSard. Of these, Catherine, 
IS de Audley, was twenty-seven years of age, 
bur, and Maud twenty-two. The Inquest 
;ts values the whole Manor and Estate of 
^n at £20. 10s. 8(f. per annum ; but the 
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Castle and buildings of Corfham were put down as less than value- 
less; for the said buildings threatened to tumble down^ and eould 
not be kept up and repaired for 40«. per annum. A separate In- 
quest shows that John Giffard had purchased a Tenement at Peton 
(value 5«. \Od.per annum), which was to be held of the Lords of 
Corfham by payment of a Chaplet of Roses at Corfham Castle on 
the day of St. John Baptist's Nativity. The heir to this Tenement 
was his son^ John Giffard, by a third wife, which son was twelve 
years of age.*^' 

On the division of the Clifford estates between the above-named 
Coheiresses, Corfham fell to the share of Eleanor Giffard, who, 
before the dose of Edward Fs reign, became the wife of Fulk le 
Strange of Blackmere. Hence the Betum of March 1316 gives 
the said Fulk as Lord of Corfham.^ Of him and his Line I shall 
have to speak elsewhere. Having now traced the Old Barony of 
Clifford to an Abeyance, out of which, notwithstanding some opi- 
nions to the contrary,^^ I conceive that it has never been taken, I 
here quit this branch of my subject. 

Having thus far been speaking of Corfham in respect of its 
Lords Paramount, I must say a word as to its — 

Manorial Jurisdiction, and in so doing, I necessarily include 
Culmington and Siefton, which, though distinct Manors at the 
time of Domesday, came afterwards to be mere members of that 
Liberty of which Corfham was the Caput. 

The Assize-BoU of October 1203 allots a distinct space to the 
YiLLATA DE CoBFHAM, a spacc which, though not filled up with any 
report of local concerns, shows that the Franchise was recognized 
as extra-hundredal, and separately responsible. In 1250 I find the 
Manor of Corfham amerced three merks de fine ante judicium ;^ 



7» InquisUionSy 27 Edw. I, No. 66. The I 
Escbeator for the jear ending Michaelmas 
1306 acconnta for Of. as the issues of a 
tenement in Peyton, late John Gifford's 
(Rot. Forifuec. Compotus Walteri de 
Gloucester). 

» ParUamentary Writs, IV, 397. 

^ The heir to the Barony of Walter de 
Clifibrd (III) is usually said to have been 
Roger de Clifford (II), his Nephew. The 
latter succeeded to the lands and dignity 
(whaterer it was) of his own Father, but 
can in no way haye been heir to his Uncle. 
His Descendants attained Baronial rank 



through the marriage of his Son, Boger 
(III),with the Coheiress of DeVipont. Per- 
haps the Attest designation for this branch 
of the diffords till the death of Boger (II) 
would be " Cliflford of Tenbury," for they 
held that Manor under the elder House. 

It should be remembered, that though 
Boger de Clifford (I) married a great 
heiress, Sibil d'Ewyas, that did little to 
increase the permanent importance of his 
House, for the heir of the said Sibil was 
her son by a former husband. 

» Mot. Pip, 34 Hen. Ill, Salop. 



Miuiorial Court had allowed some Suit to 
an irr^^ar iray, and without sentence first 
Vlanor, or rather Franchise of Corfham had 
It was similarly represented by ita twelve 
of 1356; but at those of 1272 a BailifT and 
for Corfham, and a note on the Boll marks 
! laquintion of 1274 twelve Jurors reported 
t the Assizes of 1292 the presentments of a 
ots seem to have been deficient in no point 

.plicated Bulgect, viz. the sevend Feoffments, 
bich occur in Corfham. The first of these 
'ansfetj actual or alleged, of the whole Manor. 

It will appear that Ma^ery or Mai^aret, 
!r de Clifibrd, was widow of John de Braose. 
1 1231-2, leaiing two boub in infancy. The 
these sons docs not appear, and therefore I 
ive that it was that John de Braose whom I 

This John had in 1257 acquired, by feoff- 
rery considerable interest in Culmington and 
i\ take due notice elsewhere. It would ap- 
lome claim upon Corfham ; for on April 15, 
idlou was appointed to investigate a chai^ 
ly John de Breus against Walter de Cliffi^id. 
be recovered was in Corfham ; and we know 
lat the hearing by Nicholas de Handlou ter- 
the Flaintifr. Clifford however, conceiving 
, seems to have appealed to a higher Court, 
earing before the King himself in Michaelmas 
ohn de Brcbus failing to appear, his Manu- 
to be t» mUericordid, and the cause was ad- 
er pleadings are lost, but the result appears 
6, 1262, which direct^ James d'Audley to 

vent ordinBril^ to the Lord of Ilie Fnn- 
chiu. In 1260 the Lord of Corfhui 
WBa, tM we hare seen (p. 160), under for- 
feituro of hia FnncliiiHa. Henoe Che King 
proSted bf thu iUcgal tmnanction of the 
Uaoorial Court. 

"■ Plaeila coram Begt, Mich. Term, 
M and 15 Uen. HI, m. B. 
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*' give up the Castle of Corfham to Walter de Clifford, seemg that 
the said Walter had recovered seizin thereof against John de 
Breiis/^ Again Braose seems to have tried a Counter-appeal ; for 
a Writ of July 8, 1262, appoints Henry de Bratton to try an Assize 
concerning a Tenement in Corfham, wherein John de Breuse was 
Plaintiff and Walter de Clifford Defendant.®^ A similar Writ, is- 
sued on March 22, 1263, appointing Bobert de Briwes to try the 
cause, which in this instance is called an assize of novel disseizin?^ 
After an interval of great political disturbance, during which Walter 
de Clifford died, I find this Suit renewed against his daughter; for 
in a Eoll of Michaelmas Term 1266 Matilda, Widow of William 
Longespe, names her Attorney in a plea of land against John de 
Breuse.^ After this 1 hear nothing of Braose's pretensions in 
Corfham, — a sufficient reason for thinking that they eventually 
failed in law. 

I must now enumerate those members of the Manor of Corfham 
which I suppose to have formed its four Domesday Berewicks. 
These were perhaps Bromcroft, Peaton, Diddlebury, and Sparchford ; 
and in giving some account of each I shall necessarily be intro- 
ducing the name of many Feoffees in the collective Manor of 
Corfham. 

Bromcroft was, I think, held under the Lords of Corfham by 
the family of Tyrel; but whatever was the Tenure of these Tyrels 
in Corfham Manor, I cannot discover that any knightVservice or 
other acknowledgment was reserved thereon. There was a Richard 
Tyrel who in 1234-5 and in 1242-3 held a knight's-fee in Skipton 
Chamfleur, Gloucestershire, under Boger de Chandos.®^ The same 
person, I think, appears as one of the Manucaptors of Walter de 
Clifford in a Suit of Easter Term 1243, and was amerced one merk 
for the non-appearance of his Principal. In January 1246 this 
Richard Tyrel was second on a great Inquest taken by Knights 
from all parts of Shropshire. At the Assizes of November 1248, 
and afterwards, he was one of the* Coroners of Shropshire, but 
though living, was no longer in office in January 1256. In 1250 
Richard Tyrel fined five merks "that Wyloc might be under 
plevin.*^ This Wyloc was, I think, a Corfham Tenant. I have 
mentioned Richard TyreFs name in connection with Norncott in 
1255, and with Cold Weston in 1256.88 j^ i257 Sir Richard 
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le Chandos axe witnessee of the third Walter 

Dore Abbey .^ A little later and we have 
seating a Corfham Deed, vhich I shall quote 

Eichaid Tyrel's successor in ShrDpshiie was 
luself or one of his name, had held lauds in 
De Lacy, as early as 1242. lu Maich 1265 
Q a Ureat Herefordshire Inquest concerning 
ury Nunnery.** In or about 1267 he attests 
In November 1268 he was appointed a 
ry at Brug. Soon afterwards he attests Ma- 
artcr to Shrewsbury Abbey, as will hereafter 
various notices of him about the same period 
His later occurrences in Shropshire are in 

1 he was Foreman of a Jury at Bnrfbrd, and 
IS reported by the Corfham Jurors as ncm- 
izes. Whether Sir Roger Tyrel, whom we 
I Rushbury Deed in 1315-6,'* were of this 

•X Term 1241 Hichard le Skynnere was sued 
, fitz Adam, lUi^er Dun, Walter fits Ito, and 
uaon pasture in Feton.** These were Clif- 
quarter. William fitz Adam, of Pettou, and 
'etton, appear in Easter Term 1243 as Manu- 
i Clifford's appearance in a Law-suit. They, 
lie, were entered accordingly as debtors of half 
iHpe-Roll of that year, because tliey had not 
Iter in Court {quia non halmerunt). In 1255 
Balle, Walter fitz Ivo, and Walter fitz Wil. 
r which took the Corfham Inquest. The three 
lilar capacity at the Assizes of 1256. In Oc- 
i Ivo and Richard Balle, both of Fetou, were 
de Braoee in a cause already noticed.*' At the 
37 Hugh de Boledon, with Geoffrey and Wil- 
re found to have disseized Walter fitz William 
I Petton.w At the Assizes of 1272 Richard 
E Ivo were Corfham Jurors. Three Jurors on 

um tii. ** Placila de codem termino, m. 3i 
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the Corfham Inquest of 1274 were of Peaton. Two of them were 
apparently of the name Balle^ bnt the Record is defaced. The 
third was Ralph Yve, i. e. fitz Yvo. Walter fitz William, of Peton, 
was one of those who had suflTered from the oppressions of John 
Giflfard's Officers.'^ In Trinity Term 1299 Hugh son of Hugh de 
Cheyny with Cecilia his wife, Plaintiffs, acknowledge by Pine their 
gift of two messuages and a virgate in Peton to Roger de Cheyny 
and Margery his wife, Deforciants. The latter reconvey the pre- 
mises to the Plaintiffs for life, at a rent of one rose annually, and to 
revert to themselves. I shall have more to say of the family con- 
cerned in this Fine elsewhere. Walter fitz William de Peton was a 
Corfham Juror at the Assizes of 1292. Among the Tenants men- 
tioned in the Inquest of July 1299, these were perhaps of Peaton, 
viz. Walter fitz William paying a chief-rent of lOs. 8rf. to the Lord 
of Corfham, and WiUiam fitz Adam paying 5s. Sd. 

DiDDLEBURT. — ^lu spcakiug of Diddlebury as an appurtenance of 
the Manor of Corfham, and perhaps one of its Domesday BerewichSy 
I must be understood to treat of the Lay-Fee of Diddlebury only. 
A great part of the district was Church-land, and so never came to 
the Seigneury of Clifford. This SpirituaUFee will require a sepa- 
rate notice. 

The principal Tenant of the Lay-Fee in Diddlebury was perhaps 
that Achilles who attests Hugh de Periers' grant of Ditton to Wen- 
lock Priory, about the year 1175.^ Achilles and his descendants 
continued to hold under the Cliffords in Diddlebury, but whereas 
they also held Beche under the same Lords, I shall reserve what I 
have to say of their descent till I come to that Township. The 
names of other Tenants in the Lay-fee of Diddlebury may be 
gathered from the following notes. — 

In 1243 Roger fitz Roger, of Duddelby, was a Manucaptor for 
Walter de CUfford. In 1245 William, son of WiUiam de Dudelibir', 
fines one merk that he may have an assize. It was perhaps con- 
nected with the following. — In 1249, at Exeter, Walter de Clifford 
duly presented himself before Roger de Thurkelby (a Justiciar who 
had visited Shropshire in 1248). His object was to compel William 
de Dudelesbir' to attend and receive a Oyrograph or Fine which had 
been levied between himself (Walter de Clifford) as Plaintiff, and 
the said William, Defendant, — of a virgate in Dudelesbir*, before 
the Justices last in eyre. Clifford's suit was adjourned to West- 

97 Bot Bundred. II, 93. | « Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 882. 



% of the Defendant's iunt>appe&nace.'" The 
rther shows that Thurkilby, whilst in Shrop- 
3 ViU of Dndlebir' one meA for not arresting 
16 Inquest of 1255, Wyot de Dudelebir*, Tho- 
id Richard de Panteleg, were on the Corfham 
1 of 1356 the same three persons officiated in 
1 Blethw&th, another Juror, was perhaps iden- 
noch, who, with Robert de Furches and Wil- 
%rtain tenements in Diddlebuiy at these As- 

tenements were Jrank-almmffn, and belonged 
e. Again at these ABsizes Matilda, Widow of 
led Walter de Clifford, Robert le Deyenois, 
hers, for disseizing her of 4 acres and a. mes- 
The Court directed her to buc Emgld de Ber- 
i in seizin.^ In 1257 we find Richard Balle 

mart d'ancesire against Richard de Pauntele 
g a messuage and tenements in Corfton and 
fter this, we have William L'Enfant, of Did- 
l de Pantheloe (as he is called), attesting a 
ider CorfCon. At the Assizes of 1267 Richard 
onr acres in Dudelebyr, of which Richard Koc, 
I, had died seized. The Tenants now ousted 
Q an equivalent ont of the lands of Thomas 
their Warrantor.^ At these same Assizes, 
a Sister and heir of Dionisia de Clifford, sued 
;r of Hutton, for two-thirds of half a virgate 
'enant called William de Clifford to warranty, 
oumed.' In June 1271 Elyas fitz Alexander, 
it of novel ditaeisnn against Richard de Paun- 

in Dudehbi.^ At the Assizes of 1272 Wil- 
liliff of Corfham, whilst Richard de Paunteley, 
homas de Munslow, and WiUiam de Chfford, 
. So were Richard de Panteleg, and William 
ion of 1274; and they complained of variou 
jy William Wyot, Thomas de Munselowe, and 
r* The latter it appears had been Juror at a 
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trial already alluded to^ — ^between Matilda^ Lady of Corfham^ and 
John de Braose.* In Easter Term 1281 a Pine was levied between 
John Pnrcel and Wymarca his wife, Plaintiflfe, and William, son of 
Adam Purcel, of Dodelibury, and Cecilia his wife, Deforciants, — of 
a messuage and virgate in Dodelibury, whereof was plea of conven- 
tion : the Deforciants conceded the premises to the Plaintiffs, — ^^to 
hold to them and the heirs of John Purcel at a rent of 4^., payable 
to the Deforciants and the heirs of Cecilia. For this, John Purcel 
conceded to the Deforciants and the heirs of Cecilia a messuage and 
virgate in Norbury, at a rent of one clove, and all capital services. 
John Purcel also paid 31 merks to the Deforciants. Another Pine 
(levied June 25, 1283) was between Richard de Duddelebury, Clerk, 
and Emma his wife. Plaintiffs, and John Purcel and Wymarca his 
wife. Deforciants, of a messuage and 60 acres in Duddelebury, 
whereof was Plea of Convention, The Deforciants conceded the 
premises ; — to hold to the Plaintiffs at a rent of one Rose, payable 
to the Deforciants and the heirs of Wymarca, and by performance 
of all capital services. For this the Plaintiffs gave 67 merks. A 
Ludlow Inquest of January 1284 was attended by William le En- 
fiint and Richard de Paunthele. A Fine was levied Feb. 3, 1291, 
between John le Child, Plaintiff, and William son of Richard de 
Heyton with Alice his wife, Impedients j— of a messuage and half 
virgate in Dudelbury, whereof was Plea of Warranty, The Impe- 
dients surrendered the premises as their own gift, to be held by the 
Plaintifis of the Lords of the Fee. For this a sore sparroto-hawk 
purports to have been given. At the Assizes of 1292 William de 
Clifford was presented by the Corfham Jurors as failing in due at- 
tendance. From the Inquest taken in July 1299 on the death of 
John Giffard, I gather the following names of Tenants whose hold- 
ings were probably in Diddlebury, viz. William de Paunteley, pay- 
ing 3*. rent ; Richard de Paunteley, paying 6s. Sd, ; also Roger de 
Bethenagh, Adam de Pauntley, and William de Clifford, paying 
other small quit-rents. That the family of L'Enfant or Child re- 
mained subsequently interested here, we infer from Deeds already 
quoted under Corfton and Aston. 

DIDDLEBURS" CHURCH. 

This, I suppose, was a Saxon Foundation. According to the 
Charters of Shrewsbury Abbey, the Church of Diddlebury was 

* Bot Hundred. II, 93, 94. 
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among the first grants made by Earl lU^er de Montgomery and 
his Countess Adeliza to that Houbc. Earl Roger's own Charter re- 
cords the gift. " I gave," says the Earl, " the Church of Dudele- 
bury, with all things which pertain thereto."^ The Confirmation 
too of King William I, or his son Rufus, records the grant as that 
of the Earl and Countess, adding that Spertfbrd (Sparchford) and 
half a hide in Corston (Corfton) were the appurtenant possessions 
of Diddlebury Church.' The evidence of Domesday is marvellously 
consistent with that of the monastic Charters ; for though at first 
sight Diddlebury Church would not seem to be mentioned in that 
Record, a little consideration shows us that by the " Church of the 
Manor of Corfham" is meant the Church of Diddlebury. This 
then, with its hide of laud yielding to the Monks 18<. yearly, was 
in 1085 a possessiou of the Church of St. Peter, that is, of Shrews- 
bury Abbey.' It is singular that in the very next year Earl Roger 
should have granted a third of his tithes at Corfham to the Colle' 
giate Church of Quatford.^ The fact that he did so is nevertheless 
substantit^ed by a piece of later evidence which I shall offer in its 
proper place. 

Earl Roger's grant of Diddlebury Church to Shrewsbury Abbey 
had the confirmations of Henry I and Stephen, also those of Henry 
II and Henry III. The two latter were however (in this instance) 
mere format repetitions ; for the Abbey had lost the Church before 
Henry II came to the throne. I have alluded on former occasionB, 
and particularly under Billingsley, to the claima which the Norman 
Abbey of Seez made, and in some measure maintained, on certain 
possessions of Shrewsbury Abbey.* The Sagian Monks were al- 
ready, it would seem, in seizin of the Church of Dttdenebary, when 
about the year 1147, Bishop Robert de Betun's Charter informs us 
of tiie settlement of all disputes between the two Abbeys. Among 
the various transfers and concessions then agreed upon, Ranulf 
Abbot of Shrewsbury, gave up to John Abbot of Seez, the Church 
of Dudeuebury.' 

We have only fragmentary evidence as to the mode in which the 
Abbey of Seez dealt with this Advowson. An uuvouched note (of 
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Mr. Blakeway's) implies that one " Osbem, Parson of Diddlebury, 
was instituted by Robert, Bishop of Hereford, between 1164 and 
1186 on the presentation of the Monks of Olverton;" moreover that 
the said Osbem was still "living in 1237." The Bishop here al- 
luded to must be either Robert de Melun, who sat from Dec. 22, 
1163, till Feb. 27, 1167, or Robert Foliot, consecrated Oct. 6, 1174, 
and who died May 9, 1186. Now 1 shall have that hereafter to say 
about Osbem Parson of Diddlebury, which will show that his in- 
stitution should rather be ascribed to Bishop Robert de Betun, and 
should therefore date before April 22, 1148, the day of that Pre- 
late^s death. We have here to inquire how it was that, within a 
year of the time when we have supposed this Bishop to have as- 
signed the Advowson of Diddlebury to Seez, the JVIonks of Olverton 
are found acting as Patrons ? By Olverton must be meant Alcester, 
sometimes called Oversley, a Benedictine Abbey in Warwickshire, 
founded in 1140, and very possibly associated by some early tie 
with the Foreign House of Seez. We are positively assured that 
sometime or other the Monks of Alcester were so seized of the Ad- 
vowson of Diddlebury as that they were enabled to transfer it to 
the Chapter of Hereford,^^ and yet that the latter body, when late 
in the thirteenth century its title was brought into question, applied 
immediately to the Abbey of Seez for documentary proof thereof.^^ 
My own impression is, that whatever was done by the Monks of 
Alcester in regard to Diddlebury Church, they did as Proctors or 
Trustees of the Abbey of Seez. I shall now adduce a piece of evi- 
dence which shows that in 1212 the then Rector of Diddlebury was 
bound to pay an annual acknowledgment of 45^. to the Abbot of 
Seez through the Bailiff of the latter. This 1 think proves that 
the Abbot was still Patron of the Church, and that before he had 
presented this Rector thereto, he had required security for the future 
payment of the said pension. The Rector in question is styled 
" Osbem, Parson of the Church of Doudelebere,'' and was evi- 
dently the second Incumbent of that name. Being £2. 18*. 4d. in 
arrear of his acknowledgment of 45*. per annum, he covenants on 
March 13, 1212, with N., Bailiff of the Abbot of Seez, to pay the 
said annuity in future, and gradually to liquidate the arrears. He 
attorns Alexander his Chaplain to pay the annuity to the Bailiff or 
Messengers of the Abbot. Alexander undertakes the charge ; and 
Osbem covenants that he will not force Alexander to pay to himself 
the rent thus transferred to the Abbey : — that is, Osbem will fairly 

»o • " History of Shretcshtry, II, 12, I, 142. 
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allow this payment in his own reckoning with his Chaplain. Os- 
bera's Sureties in this matter, besides hia corporal oath, were Alex- 
ander the Dean, Osbem fitz William, Aschilles a Knight, and Os- 
bera fitz Deacon. The three first, with William Foliot, a Monk, 
Adam Parson of Hactun, John Dougee, and William fitz Herloiu, 
attest the Composition, which was executed in duplicate, sealed with 
the Seals of Osbcm and of the Abbofs Bailiff, and most curiously 
dated with reference to the Great Interdict under which the Realm 
of England then lay.'* 

Pursuing now the subject of the Abbot of Seez' continued Pa- 
tronage of this Church, we find an Ordinance of Ralph de Maj- 
denestun, Bishop of Hereford, dated in June 1236, which expressly 
declares that right of Patronage, without any mention of the Monks 
of Alccster. The Abbot and Convent of Sees had, it appears, felt 
a great danger (spiritual danger, I presume) in regard to their right 
of Patrouage, " inasmuch as living in foreign parts they could not, 
as was right and decent, provide a fitting Pastor for this Church." 
They had therefore besought the Bishop to devise some remedial 
plan for this their danger, and had committed the aare and ar^ 
nation of the said Church to the Bishop for ever, undertakii^ to 
ratify the Bishop's ordinance, whether it should convert the Church 
to his own uses, or to the uses of the Sagian Monks, or to the 
uses of any other , and also approving, if, on the next vacancy, the 
Bishop should confer the Church on one nngle Parson." The 
Bishop accordingly proceeds with his pious task, whidi, with all 
due deference to mediaeval sanctity, we shall see that he converted 
into a scandalous job. He first considers the poverty of the 
Church of Seez, and for the sustenance of the poor men who there 
serve God (he means the Monks) be allots an annuity of 10 merks 
(£6. 1 3«. 4rf.), to be pwd out of the fruits of the Church of Dudele- 
bury in the name of a benefice for ever. Meantime however, — that 
is, till the Church should be vacant, — O, (Osbem, I presume), the 
Ecctor, and W. (William), the Vicar of Diddlebury, were for their 
Uvcs to receive their accustomed portions, and the Abbot of Sees 
was to be content with his ancient permon (that is, 458. I suppose). 
Further, the Church itself was to remain for ever sul^ect to the 
Ordination of the Bishop of Hereford, for the time being, saving the 
above pfngicnt of 10 merks to Seea.'^ 

In the same month Stephen, the Dean, and the Chapter of He- 

rcforil inspected, recited, and confirmed the Ordinance of their 
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Diocesan.^* Thus the Advowson of Diddlebury was lost to the 
Abbey of Seez ; but for some cause or other, in the year 1257, that 
House directed one Balph, a Sagian Monk and its Proctor in 
England, to get a copy of the Charter of Bishop Maydenestun, or to 
borrow the original. It was judged hazardous at that period to send 
original documents about the Country, and so copies of the Bishop's 
Ordinance and of the Dean and Chapter's Inspeximua were taken ; 
and both were submitted to the inspection of John (II), Bishop of 
Chichester, who veriiied them, and attested their accuracy under his 
own seal.i* I now retam to the year 1255, when Osbem, Rector 
of Diddlebury, was apparently dead, and William de Ros was 
Parson. He had seemingly been so for seven years, and I think 
it probable that he was identical with " W.," the Vicar named by 
Bishop Maydenestim in 1237. I have alluded elsewhere to certain 
tithes in Corfham, of which, with 16c^. of other inpome, William de 
Eos deprived the Collegiate Church of St. Mary Magdalene of 
Brug, appropriating them to his own Church of Diddlebury.^* 
These tithes, I doubt not, represented Earl Roger's original grant 
of the third of the Tithes of Corfham to Quatford College. The 
Jurors of Corfham in 1255 were interrogated as to any rights or 
liberties within their Franchise which, being ordinarily appurtenant 
to the Crown, had been withdrawn. They answered more fully 
than the Jurors of Brug above-quoted, viz. that the tithe withdrawn 
was a third of the tithes of Walter de Clifford's demesne at Corf- 
ham ; that Master William de Ros had withdrawn it seven years 
before, and apparently under the authority of the Bishop of Here- 
ford.^^ We happen to know that William de Ros died in 1276-7, 
and it was then probably that Bishop Maydenestun's Ordinance 
came into full operation. Diddlebury Church had already been 
given, or was now given, by the Bishop of Hereford to his own 
Chapter. But in 1283 the Abbey of Shrewsbtuy had revived its 
ancient claim to this Advowson, and took occasion of the Court of 
Common Pleas sitting at Shrewsbury to sue the Chapter of Here - 
ford for the same. The Chapter, in a letter of March 14, 1283, 
requested the Abbot of Seez to search his muniments on the sub- 
ject. " On two days," says the letter, " had this Plea been before 
the Court, and the third day fixed for its hearing, viz. May 2nd, 
was approaching."^^ Any further proceedings in the Civil Court I 
cannot trace ; but Shrewsbury Abbey in this same year came to 
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[lichsrd de Swinfield, Bishop of Hereford. 
a award of that Prelate. The Abbey was 
ts own Church of Stottesden. In return, 

Diddlebmy, as well as its rights in the 
and Holgate, or rather, in two out of the 
:ate. Striofield forthwith gave IHddleboiy 
1 kept Tugford and the two Holgate Pre- 

was done by Swinfield under the specioos 
:ht: hospitality and other good works of 
L more consummate job, covered by more 
Msible to conceive. la the twelfth century 
opB and Monks conspired against the pa- 
uvl districts; in the thirteenth, the con- 
the Bishop proving himself the cleverer 
indering not only the pubhc, but his own 
isant it is however to find a good springing 
To this day do the Dignitaries of the 
oy the greater part of the Rectorial tithes 
ic Bishop presents to the Rectories of Hol- 
ies and Rectories which, had they been left 
ly Abbey, would now be in the hands of 

vard was, in the case of Diddlebury, con- 
in the Curia Regis at Westminster in Oc- 
ohn. Abbot of SaJop, Plaintiff, surrenders 
to John the Dean and the Chapter of the 
t of Hereford, Deforciants, the Advowson 
is Suit at Law between the parties. For 
jrciants are said to pay a Sore Sparrow- 

; in Bishop Swinfield'a Visitation of 1290 
ury, Holgate, Tugford and Stottesden were 
ion of 1291 values the Church of Duddele- 
liudlow at the high rate of .€38. 13a. 4rf., 
of £1. 6«. 8rf. in the Church of Alberbury 
of Duddelebury. The Vicarage of Duddele- 
th £7. 6s. Sd. per annum}^ The Rectory 
1 this period be taken as appropriated by 
' Hereford. The Rectory of Long Stanton, 

I '" pope Ifich. Taratiom, pp. 166, b, 167. 
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as I have already shown^ fell to the same Impropriators in 1295.^* 
I now give an instance of the mode in which they farmed these 
Rectories. On Jime 15, 1322, the Deanery of Hereford being va- 
cant, the Chapter grant to their Fellow-Canon, Master Richard le 
Vemoun, P.C.L.,^ for his life, their Churches of Dodelebur' and 
Longestaunton ; he paying yearly £60. sterling to the CoUegiate 
body. 

In 1341 the Assessors of Wm^ Ninth accurately quoted the Church- 
Taxation of Dodlebury as 69 merks (£46.). They assessed the 
Parish only at £9. This reduction was allowed because six carucates 
of land lay untilled on account of diverse taxes which oppressed the 
Tenants here, because also the Glebe land, worth £S., the hay-tithes, 
worth £6., the tithes of Mills, worth £5., the Vicarage and other 
small-tithes, offerings, and profits, worth £20. per annum, went to 
swell the Church-Taxation, but were not to be reckoned in esti- 
mating the Ninth?^ 

In 1534-5 the Rectories of Diddlebury and Long Stanton were 
returned, as I have before stated, as jointly worth £40. per annum.^ 
The Vicarage of Dedulbury, then held by Thomas Slade, was worth 
in tithes of all kinds £13. 6«. M. per ammm, which income was 
chargeable with Is, Sd. for procurations and synodals, and I7s. 9d., 
the annual proportion of the Bishop^s triennial charge for Visitation. 
The net annual value of the Vicarage was therefore £12. 1*. 3rf.** 



EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

Aluric, Clerk of Dudelibi, and Osbern his Priest, who about 
the year 1115 were present at the Synod of Castle-Holgate,^ must 
I think be taken to have represented the Rector and Vicar of a later 
period. I will not suppose that Osbern, the Subordinate of 1115, 
became afterwards the Rector, but at all events one — 

OsBERT DE DuDDELEBiR, Clerk, occurs between the years 1155 
and 1159 under circumstances which show him to have been a per- 
son of great ecclesiastical importance. The facts are these.'® — In 
that interval died William, Archdeacon of London, a person well- 
known in Staffordshire history, and who had held, among other 
things, the Church of Bradeley by presentation of Robert, second 



» Supra, Vol. IV, p. 40. 
^ He had the Prebend of Inkbairow, 
in Hereford CathedraL 
^ InqtUs. Nomtrumj p. 188. 
a Supra, Vol. IV, p. 41. 



» Vahr Ecclenaaticus, III, 202. 

« Supra, VoL III, p. 288. 

^ These particulars are taken from the 
Stone Chartulariee (Cotton MSS., Vespas. 
E. zziT, and Cotton Charters, xiii, 6). 



le. On the Archdeacon's death, the Canons 
rsall claimed the Advowson of Bradeley; 
iry claimed the vacant Incumbency, but 
af the Church of Gnowaall, as Preaentee of 
in some other right, is not clear. Robert 
[land preaented Master Richard de Salop to 
otest aroee, which ended in Bishop Walter 
srd's Kominee. It also appears that Osbert 
ironght to renounce his claim before Hellas, 
ind Robert de Stafford, for which rennncia' 
Salop gaveOsbert seven lolidates of \&nd in 
msaction was certifled iu a letter, written 
rt de Stafford, to R. the Bishop, and G. the 
rhom I understand, — Robert Foliot (con- 
ied 9 May, 1186), and Geoffrey known to 
[brd in and about 1173. About this time 
sy seems again to have been subject of dia- 
, Bishop of Licblield, ignored the claim of 
sanctioned that of Robert de Stafford, and 
rcb, at the pre»enlation of the said Robert, 

IT from the Stone Chartularies why Robert 
lorialize the Bishop and Dean of Hereford 
mged to another Diocese. The Bishop and 

Judges Delegate in this ecclesiastical con- 
: to our present purpose is that Robert de 

of Osbert de Dudelebir as if still living 
I to Bradeley Church.=* On the whole I 
Rector of Diddlcbury, was presented to 
aa before shown,^ claimed the Church of 
md 1159, and ^ain in or after the year 
er he lived I cannot say, because he had a 
r a Layman, who though usually called 
as also called Osbert de Diddlebury, and 
the Clerk and Layman is not always poe- 
to a second, — 

'Otui mfer (Mertiurenimtiatjit, el coram I/ilidArcii- 

■ de Dud- diacotio nta d« Stafford in capelU Saneli 

Tali* olim Nieholai de Slaffbrd nbJvraeU, me prr- 

lit Salopp trate. ' ' 

/acta ett. " Suprm, p. 171. 
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OsBERT, Parson of Diddlebury, who was living in the time of 
Richard I (1189-1199) . Him we have seen attesting a Bitterley Char- 
ter about 1210,^ and in March 1212 he undertook as Rector to pay 
the Abbot of Seez' Pension in this Church through the hands of — 

Alexander, his Chaplain, whom 1 take to have been the cotem- 
porary Vicar. By an extraordinary coincidence, this second Osbert, 
Rector of Diddlebury, had a second lay Cotemporary, sometimes 
called Osbert de Diddlebury, sometimes Osbert de Stirchley, and 
sometimes Osbert fitz William; as for instance in attesting the Bit- 
terley deed just now quoted, and as in March 1212, when he was 
one of the Sureties of Osbert the Parson. To increase this con- 
fusion, we find that Osbert the Parson had also an interest in 
Stirchley. That some near relationship existed between the two 
is evident, but what it was I dare not conjecture. The next notice 
which distinctly belongs to Osbert the Parson of Diddlebury, is in 
a Suit of 1226, where he is fiilly designated as I shall show here- 
after. In 1230 too, Osbert Parson of Dudlesbir', had been amerced 
20*. for disseizin by Stephen de Segrave. In July 1232 Osbert, 
Parson of Diddlebury, levied a Pine of lands in Stirchley, which I 
shall set forth elsewhere. In June 1236 he was doubtless that 
Rector whom Bishop Maydenestun's Ordinance describes only by 
the initial letter of his name, and in the same document we have 
" W.,^' representing the cotemporary Vicar, probably some William, 
who may also have been identical with William de Ros, a subse- 
quent Rector. Having nothing more which I can positively state 
about Parson Osbert (II), I proceed to the said — 

William be Ros, already shown to have been Rector of Diddle- 
bury in 1248 and 1255. He has also occurred to us under Corfton 
in 1256 as William, Parson of Diddlebury .^^ He occurs as Trea- 
surer of Hereford in 1272 and 1275, and died in 1276 or 1277. 
He was the last Rector of Diddlebury, and the date of his death 
corresponds well with the institution of the first Vicar nominated 
by the Dean and Chapter of Hereford. This was — 

Walter de Lodelowe, Deacon, instituted 1 April, 1278, by 
Bishop Cantilupe. On Dec. 23, 1312— 

John Dole, Deacon, was instituted Vicar On a like presentation. 
He is probably the same with — 

Sir John le Bole, who occurs as Vicar in 1314. 

Richard, Vicar of Diddlebury, occurs in 4 Rich. II (1380-1), 
and is probably the same with — 

» Supra» VoL IV, p. 368. | » Sapn, p. 61. 

V. 25 
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Richard Lodelowe, who on Nov. 1, 1384, exchanges this Vicar- 
age for the preferment of — 

John Davyes, previously Perpetual Chaplain of the Free Ch2^)el 
within the Castle of Corfham.^ A second institution of Davyes is 
dated 7 March, 1388. 

Sir John Sutton was instituted to this Vicarage Aug. 12, 1396. 

ECCLESIASTICAL FEE OP DIDDLEBURY, INCLUDING SPARCHFORD 

AND PART OF CORFTON. 

The principal FeoflTees of the Rectors of Diddlebury were I think 
that Osbert and that Osbert fitz William whom I have already men- 
tioned as cotemporaries of the first and second Rectors of the same 
Christian name. Osbert de Stirchley, as he is called^ occurs in 
11C7, 1176, and 1180, in connection with Sturchley ; but in 1193, 
being amerced half a merk for some false claim, he is called Osbert 
de Dudelebi. Sometime between 1193 and 1207 this Osbert was 
succeeded in estate both at Stirchley and Diddlebury by Osbert 
fitz William. On October 6, 1207, Osbert fitz William appears as 
Attorney of Walter de Clifford (II) in a Fine concerning lands in 
Buckinghamshire.^^ On November 5, 1208, a Fine was levied be- 
tween Osbert fitz William, Plaintiff, and Walter de Stircheleie, 
Tenant, of one hide in Stircheleie and one virgate in Dodelibir, for 
which lands Walter was suing Osbert under writ of mort d^ancestre. 
He now relinquished his demand. In return Osbert conceded to 
Walter the said viigate, as well as the messuage in Dodelebir held 
by Alexander the Priest, also half a virgate in Sparcford held by 
one Wiard ; — to hold to Walter and his heirs under Osbert and his 
heirs at a rent of 16*. per annum.^^ As to the hide in Stircheleie, 
Walter was also to hold that, but for life only, and on terms which 
I will state elsewhere. At Assizes of the Forest held in 1212, one 
Walter de Budebir (probably Diidelibir), was assessed one merk for 
a new purpresture. Him I take to be the same with Walter de 



** Tliis is not the only notice which I 
liave met with of this Chapel. Mr. Dukes 
in giving Corfham on his list of destroyed 
Chaj^ls is doubtless correct; but liis refer- 
ence to Domesday for the former existence 
of such a Chapel is erroneous. 

Besides the two Cliaplains of Corfliam 
C'liajH)! implied above we have — 

Thomas Chykenhulle, who died in 



1422, when on Dec. 29,— 

Roger, was presented by John Talbot, 
Lord of Corfham. 

The Free Chapel within the Caetle of 
Corfham was existent as late as 1635, but 
then certifii'd to be in decay. 

'* Pedes Finiumy 9 John, Bucka^ and 
10 John, Salop. 
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Stircheleie of the former fine. In 1227 some misunderstanding 
arose about the said Fine, and a Placitum finis facti, as it was 
termed, resulted in a second composition, annihilating the first. This 
Fine was levied at Beading on Dec. 14, 1227, between Osbert fitz 
William, Plaintiff, and Walter de Stirchleg, Deforciant, of a hide 
in Stircheleg, and a virgate in Dudelebir. Walter again acknow- 
ledged the right of Osbert, who conceded him the Diddlebury vir- 
gate, in fee as before, and at a rent of 16*. The change made was 
in regard of part of the hide in Stirchleg, which part was now 
granted to Walter in fee, perhaps in lieu of the former concession 
in Sparchford. It is very singular and very perplexing to find that 
on the death of Walter de Stirchley in 1232, Osbert, Parson of 
Diddlebury, and not Osbert fitz William, settled with Walter's 
widow her claim of dower in a hide at Stirchley. There is indeed a 
piece of evidence suggesting the idea that Osbert fitz William was 
dead in 1231, but the same evidence would show that his son Wil- 
liam fitz Osbert was his heir, not Osbert the Parson. This evidence 
is as follows. — On July 1, 1231, Avelina, Widow of Richard de Did- 
delbir, sued William fitz Osbert for a third part of 30 acres in 
Diddelbir as her dower. William pleaded that Avelina was not 
married to Eichard "because she was his Aunt'' {amita sua) — an 
expression which is ambiguous, and does not determine whether 
Avelina is said to be Aunt of Bichard, or of William, or of both, 
if they were brothers. William further seems to have pleaded that 
Richard, after his alleged marriage with Avelina, took another wo- 
man to wife, and had her for sixteen years, and died so having her ; 
moreover that Richard never had any land, for he died in his Fa- 
ther's life-time, and married no wife with his Father's consent. 
Avelina was non-suited.*^ Reserving all attempt to explain this 
matter till I come to Stirchley, I proceed to say that in 1233 and 
1234 I find mention of Osbert de Stirchley, and in 1238 of Osbert 
de Dodelebyr, in connection with Stirchley. I cannot doubt that 
Osbert fitz William, and not Osbert the Parson, was in each case 
meant. I think too that this Osbert 'fitz William may have been 
second of his name. Grandson that is of Osbert fitz W^illiam, living 
in 1227, and Son of William fitz Osbert, living in 1231. I should 
say further of him here that about 1243, and as " Osbert de Stirch- 
ley," he gave half his Manor of Stirchley to Buildwas Abbey ; — 
that by Fine, dated July 1, 1247, he confirmed this half and ap- 
parently gave the other half to the same House, that in the said 

» Flaciiay Trin. Term, 15 Hen. Ill, m. 19 dorso. 



)sbeTt de Stvrcheleg ;" but in Charters nearly 
ampoT&ry with the said Fine, he calls himself 
Lord of Stirchley, and speaks of Richard his 
a former Grantor to Buildwaa. He died pro- 

vaa buried at Buildwaa, if the intention cx- 
i Chartere was dul^ carried out. He seems to 

by a second William fitz Osbert ; for at the 

a person stood warranty for Wy lecok, sou of 
tenant of a messuage in Dudelebyr, who was 
ue by Aoger Skynnar, as brother and heir of 

which Robert was alleged to have died seized 
E Osbert was dismissed tine die.^ 
itice whieh I have of the &mily of which I treat, 
uices where I suppose other Undertenants of 
;bury to be mentioned. In August 1226 Sn- 
le before the King sitting in his Court at Salop, 
t of novel disteisin which she had preferred 
an of Dndeabir", for a tenement in Spertford 
[> aud Yvo de Wyluredeston and William the 

as Sureties in this case.^ Id 1230 when Os- 
ehury, was amerced 20*. for ditsazin, 'William 
uk his tenant) was amerced 2 merks for the 
CUTS as William fitz Alexander de Dudelbir in 
amerced 20 merks for trespass. In 1255 the 

that " Master William de Ros, Parson of the 
r had liberty with respect to bis men in the Fee 
that is, he and his Tenants were exempt from 
don of Corfham Liberty. He, William de Ros, 
r blood-shed, and held other lesser Fleas in his 
ssizes of 1256 a Jury was impanelled to try 
26 acres of arable land, and 7 acres of meadow, 
■ee abnoign pertaining to the Church of Dud- 
im de Ros was Parson, or were the lay-fee of 
VilUam I'Erifaunt, and John Blcdenoch. Wil- 

that Osbert his predecessor, being seized in 
lises in the time of Richard I, had aUenated 
fannt's warrantor was Robert de Furchis, while 

Bledenoch further called their Feoffor, vis. 
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Banulf son of Walter de Harpcote,^^ to fVarranty, On a Bubse- 
quent day of the' Assizes this Banulf appeared in warranty, and 
pleaded that the premises were not almaign, for that neither the 
said Osbert^ nor any other predecessor of William de Bos^ was seized 
of them as almoign, or had held them in demesne^ or had any other 
interest in them save a certain rent. The Jury however found that 
the premises werejrank almoign and not the lay -fee of Ranulf de 
Harpcote. The said Banulf accordingly lost them^ and had to pro- 
vide an equivalent elsewhere for each of his dispossessed feoffees.^^ 
By this we learn that the Bectors of Diddlebury were unable legally 
to give feofiment of any part of the Church's lands. Such feoff- 
ments however had been . given, and it is probable that some were 
of so ancient a date as to defy the challenge of the last-named 
Bector. Of other interests of th^^family of De Purchis in Diddle- 
bury I have spoken incidentally under Corfton. The land which 
the Church of Diddlebury had in the latter manor will account for 
the association between the two places. 

I may conclude the subject before us by mentioning a transfer of 
land in Diddlebury and Sparchford, which was most likely of the 
ecclesiastical fee, and was conveyed by Sibil Edrych to Boger Mor- 
timer of Wigmore, probably between 1266 and 1282.^ Also Wil- 
liam fitz Aldith and William Finch, both Tenants in Sparchford, are 
named in 1274 as having suffered by the extortions of John de 
Aqua, constable of Corfham.^* 



Culmutfltcitt* 



This was at Domesday, like Corfham, a Manor of Earl Boger^s 
demesne. ^^The same Earl holds Comintone, Edric held it (in 
Saxon times). Here are v hides geldable, with iii berewicks. In 
demesne are ii ox-teams ; and (there are) iiii Serfs and xii Villains, 



" Walter de Harpcote attests about 
1220-30 a grant bj Osbert Lord of 
Stirchlej to Wombridge Priory (Supra, 
Vol. II, p. 315). 

^ Atnsesy 40 Hen. Ill, m. 5 dorao. 



» Additional MSS. (Brit. Una.) 6041, 
fo. xxxvii 

» Mot. Sundred. U, 94, 100. Sparch- 
ford in the latter passage is expressly said 
to be without the liberty of Corfham. 
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with III teams; and still there might be vii teams more here. In 
King Edward's time the Manor was worth j64. annually ; now it is 
worth £6."^ The Edric here spoken of was probably Edric Sav^e, 
many of whose Manors were retained by the Norman Earl. The 
three Berewicks of Culmiugton were undoubtedly Bache, Norton, 
and Burley, of each of which I shall speak separately in the sequel. 
The history of Culmington itself, as Caput of a Manor, may almost 
be said to end with Domesday. Like Corfham it escheated to Henry 
I, and was held as Royal demesne till Henry II gave it first to Hugh 
de Periers and then to Walter de Clifford. Thus associated with 
Corfham, it became a dependency thereof, and consequently the 
general history of its seignorat Lords has already been given. I now 
speak of minor matters immediately relating t« Culmington. — In 
1175, when Hugh de Periers granted Ditton to Wenlock Priory, he 
reserved the rights of Walenger and Alberic his Brother, as Tenants 
there.^ I think it probable that Walenger of whom I have spoken 
more fully elsewhere,' was also a Feoffee in Culmington. In 1221 
Walingcr titz Hugh, perhaps his descendant, was sentenced to give 
a third of a virgate in Culmington to Elias le Parker, whom he had 
enfeoffed in half a vii^ate in Richard's Castle, and who being sued 
by Richard fitz Osbert and Lucia his wife for the said half virgate, 
as dower of Lucia, had lost it, and became thus entitled to an equi- 
valent. The marriage between William Longespee and Matilda de 
Clifford was first proposed hy King Henry III, as we have seen, in 
1244. This marriage was not consummated for some years aAcr. 
A good authority assigns to the year 1254 a grant mfrank-marnage 
of the Manor of Culmington to the said William and Matilda by 
Walter de Clifford her Father.' Culmington waa then valued at 
£28. 8». 2d. per annum, which sum was to be made good out of Corf- 
ham in the event of any deficiency,* The whole settlement of Wal- 
ter de Clifford on his daughter was to be £200. per annum. Cul- 
mington, thus transferred, must he taken to include the mesne-ienure 
not only of Beche and Norton, but also of Siefton, a Manor which 
though originally independent had gradually been absorbed in Cul- 
mington. By what means the whole came to the hands of John de 
Braose I cannot declare, but in 1257 he was clcarlv seised of 



' Dometdityt fo. 2i>l, b, 1. 

' Supra, Vol. Ill, p(). 331, 345. 

' Keanelfi Parochial AntiQKiliei, p. 
246. The grant vw attested bj Uerrev, 
Prior of BurooBter, Sir Bogor dc Clifford, 



Sir .liimfs de Audloy, etc, I pilppose i 
WHS coti;ni]>or»ry with tlic 
of the iQttrriaj^ in quwtion. 
' VagdaWt Barattage, p. 31 
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Matilda de Clifford's interest in all, for he then had the King's 
Charter of Free- Warren in Culminton^ Smeton (Siefton), Norton, 
and La Bache, and also a grant of Market and Fair in Culminton.^ 
Also at the Forest Assizes of 1262, a wood at Sineton (Siefton), 
which being within regard of the Long Forest was assessed at half 
a merk for waste thereof, is called ^^the Bosc of Sir John de Breuse." 
It does not account for De Braose's Tenure to state that Matilda de 
Clifford's first husband, William Longespee, died early in 1257 ; for 
John de Braose has never been suggested as her second husband : 
in fact it is more probable that he was her half-brother, and we know 
also that the two had litigation together at a later period. We have 
seen also that from 1259 to 1263 John de Braose extended his claims 
even to Corfham, still held by Walter de Clifford, Matilda's Father. 
Walter de Clifford (III) died about December 1263, and then it 
appears certain that Culmington was possessed by Margery his 
Widow, whose tenure must have been in dower. She, be it re- 
membered, was a daughter of Lewellyn, Prince of Wales, who in 
the year 1264 so actively seconded Montfort's rebellion against 
Henry III. On the other hand Roger de Clifford, nephew of Wal- 
ter de Clifford, deceased, had in that year become a firm and dis- 
tinguished Royalist. In 1264 and 1265, while the King was a captive, 
Roger de Clifford's name is usually associated with the names of 
Roger de Mortimer and Hamo Le Strange, in those fabricated Pa- 
tents which were devised by Montfort for the purpose of entrapping 
or getting rid of these Patriots of the Marches. Prince Edward, it will 
be remembered, escaped firom Hereford on May 30, 1265. It was a 
signal for the Royalist Leaders to bestir themselves. On July 25, Roger 
de Clifford ejected its Welsh Mistress from the Manor of Culming- 
ton, and took possession of it himself. Ten days later and he fought 
under Prince Edward at Evesham, and fourteen days later the e- 
mancipated King gave him Custody of all the Forests citra Trent.* 
Other favours to him and to his son Roger followed ; but it is more 
to our present purpose to state that Roger de Clifford Senior re- 
tained possession of Culmington till June 24, 1270. In the previous 
year he had been repeatedly impleaded for the same by one Walter 
de Wanford, and had as often failed to appear. At last sentence 
went by default, viz. " that Walter de Wanford do recover the said 
Manor." ' This suit I find to have been a mere fiction, for on June 
24, 1270, Walter de Wanford entered on possession under the sen- 

* Uot. Cart. 41 Hen. III. I ' Placita divers rum Comitat. 53 Hen. 

« Pafenf, 19 Hen. 111. I III, m. 2. 
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tence aforesaid, and on June 26th he enfeoffed Roger de Clifford 
Junior in Culmington. Meantime Mai^ery de Clifford was stirring 
to recover the Manor. A Writ of 1270 appoints Master Richard 
de Stanes to try her action of navel disseizin against Roger de Clif- 
ford concerning her tenement in Colminton.® On August 29, 1271, 
she got sentence in her favour after a trial taken before Walter de 
Helyun, a Justiciar of that period ; but it appears that she did not 
thus obtain re-entry, for a Writ of January 27, 1272, orders Wal- 
ter de Helyun to certify the King of the particulars of an Assize, 
which had been taken between Margaret de Clifford and Roger de 
Clifford Senior concerning a tenement in EUmington. Another 
Writ of July 26, 1272, explains this. It recites how Margaret de 
Clifford had complained to the King that, though she had long be- 
fore recovered seizin of the Manor of Culmington against Roger de 
Clifford Senior and Junior, and though her damages had been taxed 
at £70., the two Defendants still held the Manor. The Writ fur- 
ther orders that the period of such unlawful tenure be ascertained 
by Inquest. That Inquest was held at Ludlow on October 11, 1272, 
and furnishes the principal materials of the foregoing narrative.' 
This story, I should observe, in no way countenances the idea before 
alluded to, viz. that Roger de Clifford, Senior, was or claimed to be 
heir of his Uncle^s Barony. He had seized on Culmington by 
force, and at a lawless period. His object in procuring his son's 
feoffment was probably to escape the first effect of an action for 
disseizin which he knew could only be valid against the Tenant in 
possession : a manoeuvre which seems to have been counteracted by 
Margaret de Clifford suing both him and his son jointly. She of 
course ultimately recovered possession, though I have no evidence 
of the fact. We know however that the Manor afterwards returned 
to her late husband's heirs, for it was part of the estates of which 
John Giffard died seized in 1299. 

Of Undertenants here, I may notice, — Alexander de Cheney, 
who, in June 1250, sues W^alter de Clifford for disseizin in Culminton 
and Sireton (Siefton), and pays 20*. for the Writ, In 1299 John, 
Bailiff of Culminton, is named as a Tenant under John GifiiBird, 
deceased. 
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CULMINaTON CHTRCH AKD PARISH. 

Siefton, though originally a distinct Manor from Culmington, 
was in the same Parish. When Earl Roger in 1186 endowed 



* Patent f 54 Hen. Ill, dorso. 
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Quatford Church with a third of his tithes in Culminton and Cira- 
ton (i. e. Siefton),^® it is probable that the other two-thirds were 
reserved for an existing or a contemplated Parish Church. Of this 
Church we first hear positively about a century later. It was be- 
tween the years 1177 and 1185 that Walter de Clifford, then first 
seized of Culmington, gave the Church thereof to Haughmond 
Abbey, provided the King (Henry II) should be pleased to assent 
to the grant. Because the Church was very poor, yielding only 
£2, per annum, Clifford added to his gift a virgate of land in Sidi- 
tonia (Siefton), held by Master Roger de Beche at a rent of 5*. 
The witnesses of this were Osbert fitz Hugh (he was dead in 1185), 
Walter the Grantor's son, William de Eton, Robert de Beche, 
Master Roger his brother .^^ Between the years 1220 and 1226 
Hugh Foliot, Bishop of Hereford, received, at the presentation of 
Osbert, Abbot of Haghmon, John de Wrocestre to the Church of 
Culminton, and instituted him as Parson, saving however the per- 
petual Vicarage of the said Church as taxed (£. e, apportioned) by 
the Bishop. Witnesses, — Adam, Chaplain of Westbury, Thomas, 
Precentor of Hereford, Robert Grossoteste, and Richard de Here- 
ford, the Bishop's OflBcial.^^ In May 1248 an Assize of Dernier 
Presentment about this Church was tried at Gloucester. Walter de 
Clifford asserted that he had presented Adam, the Parson last de- 
ceased, and in the present King's reign. The Abbot asserted that 
his Predecessor Osbert had presented John, his Clerk; that the 
said John was the last deceased Parson, and that Adam was only 
Vicar.^^ The matter ended in a fine between Walter de Clifford 
(III), Plaintiff, and Gilbert, Abbot of Haggeman, Deforciant, 
whereby the Abbot resigned his right to this Advowson. In return, 
Clifford conceded to the Abbot the homage of Richard Bell (Balle) 
and his heirs in Sydinton (Siefton), to hold in pure almoign for 
ever.^* 

In 1291 the Church of Culmynton in the Deanery of Ludlow 
was taxed at £10. annual value." In 1341 the Assessors of the 
Ninth, quoting this Church-Taxation, reduced the assessment on the 
Parish to £3. 1^. — Much land lay untiUed by reason of the burdens 
on the tenantry. The glebe, worth 30^., the hay-tithes, worth 30«., 
and the small tithes and other profits, worth 79*. per annum, were 
constituents of the Church Taxation, but were not to be reckoned 
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fULMINGTON. 

;.'* The Valor of 153<1^5 gives the Rectory 
ch Charles Parsons was then Iiicumbeiit, as 
>. 44. in glebe-land, and .£18. in tithes, the 
ae was 14». id. for procurations aiid synodals. 
refore £18. 9s.'^ 

EARLY INCUMBENTa. 

SE (Wroxeter), presented about 1223 by the 

, has already been noticed. 

jolyte, was admitted Feb. 20, 1296. 

ioger'" Corbet, knight, was instituted on the 

eh (perha])s March 7) 1311 on presentation 

Mge. The Church was also commended to 

iosco, Chancellor of Sarum. On April 10, 

fed to Sir Roger de Eyton, Priest; and on 

illiam de Eyneton, Priest. 

as Rector in 1346. 

LL, Chaplain, was instituted Nov. 11, 1360, 

ivious Incumbetit, and in compliance with a 

d III, who preseuted, as Custot of the lands 

le Strange of Whitchurch {De Albo Mon»- 

lerk, instituted March 20, 1367, on presen- 
rigc, Lady of Corfham, occurs agiun in 1389. 
Chaplain, instituted August 12, 1396, on a 
■s as Rector in 1398, 1407, and 1420. He 
Sept. 28— 
iy, Chaplain, was instituted on presentation 
rd Tall)ot, Purnyvall, and De Corfham. He 
, on October 12— 
ubcrt Henkvsson, was instituted on a like 
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himself and Master Roger.^* They were Brothers, and each of them 
was a Tenant elsewhere under Hugh de Periers, viz. at Beche and 
Siefton. The particulars of Master Roger de Beche's tenure in 
Siefton have been incidentally given under Culmington Church. 
Walter de Clifford's Deed, there recited, gives us the name of a 
third Brother, viz. Robert de Beche, who, as well as Master Roger, 
is among the witnesses. This was between 1177 and 1185. Again 
I must refer to ray account of Wheathill for a Deed which I have 
ventured to date between 1180 and 1196, the two first witnesses of 
which are Master Roger de la Beche and Achilles his brother .^^^ At 
the County Assizes of October 1203, Anchell de Bach, as he is writ- 
ten, essoigned his attendance at the common summons. He is the 
Knight Aschilles who in March 1212 witnessed the agreement of 
Osbem, Rector of Diddlebury, with the Abbey of Seez, and who 
stood Surety forOsbem's performance of his part of the Covenant. 
The Assize-Roll of November 1221 gives Achilles de la Becli as 
having been one of the four Coroners of Shropshire, probably since 
the last preceding Assizes. Of three of them the RoU states that 
they were dead ; — of Achilles de la Bech, that he was ill [languidus 
est)?^ In a Schedule of amercements inflicted in this EyrCy one 
merk is charged against '^ Achilles de Bech, one of the Coroners, 
because he came not to give answer concerning his time," i. e. his 
period of office.^^ The cotemporary Pipe- Roll records the amerce- 
ment more briefly, viz. as inflicted on Achilles, qtiia non venit. We 
thus get at the meaning of the latter expression, so common on 
Amercement-Rolls of the period. Achilles de Beche was at this 
period (1221) very old. The same Assize-Roll gives us the names 
of two of his sons, — William and Richard. Richard fitz Achilles 
had been already married and was dead. It was proved that on his 
marriage his Father Achilles dowered his wife Isabella, at the 
Church Door, of a tenement in Beche ; that Richard died in Au- 
tumn just past, and that after his death Isabella remained seized of 
her said dower till the very time when the Justices Itinerant reached 
Shrewsbury ; that then William fitz AchiDes (her Brother-in-law) 
and Robert fitz IngeHi (probably Ingenulf ) disseized her. She now, 
while the Justices were still at Shrewsbury, recovered her seizin and 
had damages against the Defendants of 30*. 6d, in money, and two 
cows of 13*. value.^^ The cotemporary Pipe- Roll gives William fitz 
Achilles as owing half a merk to the Crown for disseizin. I have 



" Supra, Vol. Ill, pp. 331-2. 
•* Supra, Vol. TV, p. 288. 
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•Q of WiUiam Achilles' interests there in 1226 
latter year he secma to have been agtun at issue 
Vidow about her dower. The Lady in this in- 
fUa de Ta'jnglaunt, by which I understand either 
I her maiden name or the name of her second 
ber 1227 a Fine was levied at Salop between 
», FlaintifT, and Isabella de Taunglaunt, Tenant, 
•», which William had cliumed under assize of 
aabella now renounced all the right which she 
fer, and similarly all right in all other lands at 
. and Dudinghop, which she was requiring from 
1 the day of this Concord. In return AVilliam 
to Isabella an annuity of 42s. for her life, to be 
teches, by William and his heirs or their Bailiffs, 
int, a power of re-entry into the vill of Beehea is 
1. The Feodariet of 1240 vary in stating that 
r Attehili, then held -ro'^i or ^th, of a knight's- 
nnder Walter de Clifford.*^ The Tenure was 

of a fee, and lay in Bcche as well a« Diddle- 
i William Achilles was deceased, and his son, 
William, or Richard Achillea, had succeeded. 
;ctcd to pay his Aunt the annuity of 42«. cove- 
er. She therefore, with Henry de Bradel^h, 
ad sued him for the same under & placitiim jittia 
ed. A second Fine was the result, — levied at 
uary 1246. Thereby Richard fitz William again 
iabella's life-annuity of 42«., but at Diddlebury, 

He also re-admitted her power of distress, and 
sband 1CX>S. for their damages, 
iiam Jurors included Bach among the 74 hides 
mor of Corfham. Richard Achillis, they said, 
de Clifford by service of one-tenth of a knight's- 
3uld seem, by four days' ward in time of war at 
d at the Tenant's cost. Richard Achilles did 
Corfham. His name, printed as Richard AthUl, 
urors who made this retiiru.-* Richard Actiiltes 
1 Juror at the Assizes of 1256. In February 
le Bradelegb and his wife Isabella again suing 
I, as he is called, for his neglect in observing the 
i9. I » Sot. Homirrd. II, 64. 
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Pine levied between Isabella and William fitz Achilles, Richard^s 
Father. The case was adjourned to Trinity Term in consequence of 
the nonappearance of the Defendant.^^ 

In October 1260 Richard Achilles was one of the Manucaptors 
of John de Braose' in the cause mentioned under Corf ham.^* A 
suit of the same year concerning lands in Little Sutton and Did- 
dlebury, and in which Richard Achilles was concerned^ has been 
given under Little Sutton.^^ 

At the Assizes of 1267 Richard Palemose claimed half a virgate 
in La Bache^ as heir of his Father, Robert Palemose, alleged to 
have died seized thereof. Hugh de Haluton, the tenant in posses- 
sion called William Moil of Ludlow to warranty ; William Moil 
similarly called Hugh Russel; and the latter called Richard 
Achilles, who deposed that he possessed no tenement such as to 
enable him to vouch a warranty. Evidence was given that he had 
a messuage and certain rents, and the Court ordered him to vouch 
a warranty so far as the said tenement and rents were available for 
that purpose. The result does not appear.^ At the same Assizes 
Richard Achilles of Dudelbir', Hugh Russel, Hugh de Haluton, 
and others were found to have disseized William de Sineton and 
Margery his wife of a messuage and half- virgate in Beche. Hugh 
de Haluton deposed that he had bought the premises from WiUiam 
Moyl, and so his amercement was excused.^^ Lastly, at these 
Assizes Richard Achilles, Hugh de Cheyney, and Roger de Bradeley 
were sued for disseizing Isabella, Widow of Henry de Bradeley, of 
325. [sic) rent in Bache. Hugh and Roger only were found to 
have been the Disseizors.^ 

Roger de Bradeley here mentioned seems at this period to have 
acquired most of Richard Achilles* estate in Beche, and probably 
by purchase. Possibly he was the son of Henry de Bradeley, and 
had disseized his Mother of her dower. The Feodary of 1284 gives 
him as Mesne-Lord of La Bache, holding the mil under John Gif- 
fard. His cotemporary interest in Thonglands*^ seems to be con- 
nected with the circumstance of Isabella, his presumed mother, 
having on a former occasion been called De Taunglaunt. He has 
also occurred to us in 1292, as having an interest in Holgate.^^ 

In October 1296 a Fine was levied at Westminster, whereby 
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Rc^er de Cheync and Margery his wife acknowledge themselves to 
have given to Eichard dc Chiplade and Mabilla his wife a messuage, 
two virgates, and 16*. rent in Bache juxta Norton Cheyne ; — to 
hold to the Grantees and the heirs of Richard, of the Lords of the 
Fee. For this £40. were given. 

In 1299 the Quit-rent receivable from the vill of Bache by Johu 
Giffard,' deceased, is said to have been 4a., but the name of thr 
e is not given. 



NORTON. /orm«r(y NORTON CHEYNE. 

Of this member of Culraington, the first Feoffee whom 1 can 
name ^as Alexander de Chendneto or Cheney, who, being described 
as of Nnrtou, was in 1231 amerced half a merk by Justices of the 
Forest for some default. In September 1235 Alexander de Cheny 
appears as Seneschal of Walter de Clifford.''' In or about 12 HI 
Hugh de Chcnay (or dc Cheene) is variously represented as holding 
half a fee and a third of a fee in Norton under Walter dc Clifford."' 
The last statement is the true one ; for the Inquest of 1255, reckon- 
ing Norton among the seven -and -half hides of Corfham, says that 
Hugh de Cheyne holds the vill of Sir Walter de CTifford for one- 
third of a Knight's-fee, — that is, by doing 15 days' ward at Corf- 
ham Castle in war-time at his own cost. Hugh de Cheyne also 
did suit to the Court of Corfham.'^ In 1256 Hiigh de Cheney was 
returned among those who, holding 15 Libraies of land in Shrop- 
shire, were not yet knighted. About 1260 we shall see him as 
Hugh de Chcnnei attesting a Charter to Aeombury. He has 
already occurred under Beche in 1267. 

In 1284 John de Cheyne held the vill of Norton under John 
Giffard for a third part of a knight's-fee. In July 1299 the Inquest 
after death of the said John Giffard, gives a second Hugh de Cheney 
as the Tenant of various lands in Corfliam Manor, for which his 
rents were 1 lb. oi pepper, value Is., and 1 lb- of cumin, value Id. 



The history of this member of Cidmington is chiefly derived from 
Charters. The year 1230 may be safely assigned as the proximate 
date of the following. — " Sciant prcscntes et fiituri quod ego AA'al- 
teruB de Clifford filius Walteri de Clifford ct Agnetis de Cuiidy dedi 
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Katerine filie Walter! de Lacy totam terram et tenementum quod 
vocatur Burle^ ctc.^ de quibus earn posui et tenui in seisynam de 
feodo meo de Corfham : — tenendum et habendum sibi et heredibus^ 
etc., libcre ab omni sectS, Curie. Hiis Testibus Domino Johanne 
de Monemue, Domino Rogerio de Clifford, Domino Symone de 
Clifford, Domino Alexandro de Cheyne, Domino Ricardo de Mid- 
dlehope. Domino Johanne de Ebroicis,^ Domino Roberto de (read 
le) Wafre et multis aliis.^ 

Why Walter de Clifford (III) should thus have enfeoffed Walter 
de Lacy's daughter does not appear. It can hardly have been in 
any prospect of the pious uses to which, about thirty years after- 
wards, the Lady converted her estate. Between the years 1257 
and 1262 Catherine de Lacy granted the whole tenement which 
she hdd of Sir Walter de Clifford in the Manor of Corfham to the 
Church of the Holy Cross of Acombury, and to the Prioress and 
Nuns there serving God. Her Charter, which, as printed else- 
where,'"^ I need not more fully transcribe, included Borleye, the 
bosc called Brenhales, a virgate held by Eytrop de Siretone (Sief- 
ton), and two nokes held by William Glorn. Her object was to 
maintain a Chaplain at Acombury to celebrate daily mass for the 
health of the said Walter de Clifford and Margaret his wife, and 
Dame Mathildis de Longespee their daughter,^^ and Margaret her 
daughter. Together with this grant Catherine de Lacy, for greater 
security, surrendered to the Nuns the charter which she herself had 
sometime had from Sir Walter de Clifford. Her Deed is attested 
by Sir William Devereux, Sir Roger de Clifford, Sir Richard Tird, 
Sir Robert de Lacy, Sir William Racheford, Vicar of Tenbury, 
Hugh de Chennei, (i. e, Cheney) Warin de Grendon, and William 
de Wodetun.^® 

Sir Walter de Clifford's Charter most fully confirming Katherine 
de Lac/s grant, may well be of even date. It is printed elsewhere,^^ 
and was attested by Sir Henry, then Abbot of Dore, Sir William 
de Braose,*® Sir Roger de Clifford,^® Sir Hugh his Brother,^® Sir 
Robert le Bret, Sir William le Rocheford, then Vicar of Tenbury, 
Richard le Bret, and Griffin Wendhout. 

Very soon after this, and by a Charter dated at Corfham on Au- 



^ Acombury Chartulary (Augmenta- 
tion Office), No. iv. 

^ Monasticon, VI, 490, Num. iv. 

^ I infer that William Longespee was 
dead, which establishes one of the limits 



of date above assigned. 

^ Chartulary (ut supra), No. iii. 

^ Monasticon (ut supra), No. v. 
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■ de Clifford concedes to the Prioress and Nans 
their tenants in his Lordship of Corfham, 
ree of Suit at his Court and Hundred of Corf- 
-Sir John de Balun, Sir Walter de Balun his 
; Clifford," William Vaughan, then Constable 
John the Physician [Medicus)*^ and Warin dc 



hat in this very year {1262) we are told that 
irself was Prioress of Acombury.** It was pro- 
!&!>, that is immediately after Walter de Clif- 
s daughter " Matilda Longespye conceded to 
r's grant to Dame Katlicrine de Lacy in the 
Witnesses, — Sir William de Braose, Sir R<^er 
1 de Clifford, Sir Richard de Braose, Sir Wil- 
len Vicar of Tenbury."** 
was living in 1266. On February 3rd of that 
Vestminster as prosecuting seven persons who, 
rbances, had seized her goods at Kliddlehope, 
The Defendants were William de Middlchope, 
lip and William dc Chcsneye brothers, John 
'esthope, John Beadle of Corfham, and John 
It does not appear, nor can I say how Katherine 
e such interest at Middlchope. 
n possession of the Nuns of Acombury till the 
1-5 it was returned as yielding in rents and 
per annum.*^ The Ministers' Accounts, tno 
rly the same estimate, but the income derived 
1 Ludlow and other places is mixed up with 
irley.** 
i here I may instance John de Borleg, occur- 



to, showing tho 


by William, Tlcaf of Tenbury, MmW 


1 and its ad- 


John the Phjsieian(P*yri™),«ndUcm7 


redal juriadio- 


du Clitlbrd. 




« amrt,.b.rj (ut eupra). No. vi. 


Walter, and n 




Kow»(«(«, V. 


Tliu D«'d to which Mr. Duncmub «ppe«« 




to refiT does not ciUl Catherine de 1*7 


tA, WallCT <!.■ 


Prhrfii. I coneludfl that ho had olbCT 


mburj, pn^s.'d 


autliurity for Blaf ing ber to hsTC bicn »>- 


.160-1) etated. 


" ChartuUry (ut aiipm). No. »ii. 


■«al of Uiiiry, 




ed itUtr allot. 


« Mo.iatli«m, VI, 4»1. 



SIEFTON. 193 

ring in 1274, and Roger de Borlegh, or Berlejr, occurring in 1292 
and 1299, who also held other lands at 4*. Sd. rent of John Giffard 
in the latter year. 



^tefCon. 



LiKB Corfham and Culmington, this was at Domesday a Manor 
of Earl Roger's demesne. — '' The same Earl holds Sireton. Edric 
held it in Saxon times. Here are v hides. In demesne are iii ox- 
teams, and (there are) ii female Serfs, iii Villains, and iii Boors, 
with one team, and yet there might be vii teams more here. In 
King Edward's time the Manor was worth £6. {per annum). Now 
it is worth 100«.''^ 

In its Saxon owner, Edric, as well as in most subsequent parti- 
culars, Siefton is associated with Culmington. In 1086 (the year 
after Domesday) Earl Roger grants part of his tithes in both Manors 
to Quatford Church. Here the place is written Ciraton: in fact it 
is a remarkable instance of the vicissitudes to which local names 
have been subjected. 

Hauohmond Abbey Fee. — ^I have already stated that Walter de 
Clifford (I) gave about 1180 a virgate in Siditon to Haughmond 
Abbey, and that about 1200 Walter de Clifford (II) gave inter alia 
a Mill, a messuage, and half a virgate of land in Syneton to the 
same House. It would seem that this second Walter de Clifford, 
while as yet he was seized of the Gloucestershire Manor of Framp- 
ton, gave to Haughmond a grant of a certain quantity of beans pro- 
duced there, — I presume annually. This grant was commuted by 
Walter de Clifford (the third I think) for an annual rent of Ss. 
issuing out of two half-vij^ates of land which Richard Balle held 
of him in Ciniton. Witnesses, — John le Strange, Richard de Mid- 
delhope, Richard Tirrd.* Again we have seen that in 1248 Walter 
de Clifford (III), recovering by Fine the Advowson of Culmington 
from Haughmond Abbey, conceded in return the homage of Richard 
Balle and his heirs in Sydinton? This concession was in its nature 
more extensive than the grant of the whole or any part of Richard 
Ballets rent ; for it made him over to the Abbey as Tenant, with all 

* Domesday, fo. 254, a, 1. I ' Supra, p. 185. 

' Haughmond Ohartularj : 2't^.Cinitou. I 
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a Tenant's liabilities. The Charter which Walter de Clifford ex- 
pedited in furtherance of the Fine, and probably directly afterwards, 
well illustrates this. He grants the whole land, with all appurte- 
nances, which Richard Balle held of him in the vill of Sineiun, viz. 
the two half-virgates from which the Canons already received Ss. 
per annum, and all other land held by Richard Balle for whicb he 
had hitherto paid 2*. per annum to the Grantor. Witnesses, — Sir 
Matthew de Mans, Sir Richard Tirrel, Sir William de Furchis. Well 
then did the Corfham Jurors of 1255 say that the "Abbot of Hagh- 
raon had 10*. of assized rent in Corfham Manor by gift of Sir Wal- 
ter de CliflTord seven years past." Richard Ballets personal appear- 
ance on the said Jury perhaps accounts for this accuracy.* The 
same Jurors less accurately declared that the " Abbot of Hagemon 
had held two Mills and half a virgate of land in Corfham Manor 
from the time of Henry II, they knew not by what warranty y but 
the Mills and land were worth 5 merks per annum'* This is evi- 
dently in allusion to the grant of Walter de CliflTord (II), but as 
the Jurors could not specify the Grantor, they were not likely to 
know the date of the Grant, viz. that it was in the reign of John. 
I should observe that the grant of a virgate in Siditon by the first 
Walter de CliflTord was in Henry II's time, but it must have been 
nullified ere this, together with the grant of the Advowson which it 
was intended to augment. 

In 1291 the Abbot of Haughmond's Mills in Culminton and Sil- 
veton are valued at £2, per annum ; his rents fit)m two Tenements 
there were 6*. 8d.* The Haughmond Chartulary supplies us with 
several demises by the Abbot of these tenements, viz. — one to Ri- 
chard Balle and Petronilla his wife of half a virgate in Ciniton, re- 
serving a rent of 5*. and suit of the Abbot's Court of Neuton (New- 
ton near Stokesay) ; — another to William Burley, of Cinetone-Mill 
and a messuage, reserving 16*. rent and a Heriot; — a third, dated 
in 1334, to John son of William Balle of Cineton, leasing the Mill 
of Culmiton and Cineton for life. 

The Valor of 1535-6 probably includes the Abbotts receipts firom 
Culmington and Siefton among those of Newton yt«?/a Stokesay, 
which were £7. 13*. 8rf.* The Ministers' Accounts in 1541-2 are 
a little more specific, giving a Water-Mill at Cibeton as worth 
£\, 2s. Sd. per annum, and a rent of 2*. 2d. from Cor bet on (pro- 
bably the same place) .'^ 

'^ Valor EccleshosticuSy III, 192. 
7 MonasHcon. VI, 113, 114. 
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Among other Undertenants in Siefton I should notice Warin 
de Grendon, who in October 1259 has a Writ of novel disseizin 
against Walter de Clifford for a tenement in Syneton, and who in 
1270 has a similar Writ against Lewellyn de Braose for a tenement 
in Cyneton. This latter cause was heard at the Assizes of 1272. It 
was for 9*. 4rf. rent in Cyneton ; but as Lewelin de Breuwic {sic) 
called John Giffard and Matilda his wife to warranty, it was ad- 
journed.® This Warin de Grendon had property also in Ludlow. 
He was son of that Warin de Grendon who from 1219 to 1221 
acted as Under-Sheriff of Herefordshire for Walter de Lacy. Under 
Lacy he held the Herefordshire Manor of Grendon- Warin, which 
thus acquired its distinctive name.' About the year 1262 Katherine 
de Lacy, so often mentioned above, granted to Acombury a rent of 
2 merks in Stoke Bliss (Herefordshire). Her deed is attested by 
Sir William B«ctor (Query Vicar) of Tenbury, Sir Roger Rector of 
Grendon, and by Warin de Grendon, her Seneschal.^^ 

Other Tenants under Clifford and his heirs, had their holdings 
probably in Siefton. Of these I may instance Walter Meyler, oc- 
curring in 1255, 1256, 1260, 1272, and 1274, Adam Balle and 
Roger Chaplain of Cyneton, occurring in 1274, and Isabella de 
Sineton occurring in 1299. 

Clifford Priory Feb. — This also seems to have been in Siefton. 
Clifford Priory I should observe was founded by Simon de Clifford, 
apparently a Brother of the first Walter de Clifford. At a later 
period there was one Simon, a Feoffee in Corfham, and who, if a 
Clifford, was brother I think of the second Walter. This Simon 
had two sons, Richard and Simon. Richard has already occurred 
to us as Richard fitz Simon, and as having in 1233 custody of 
Clifford Castle.^^ In the year 1248 Sir Richard fitz Simon, with 
Sir Simon his brother (who I believe was sometime a Canon of 
Hereford), joined in granting a virgate-and-half of land and an 
assart in Corfham Manor to Clifford Priory. The gift was worth 
2 merks annually, said the Jurors of 1255, but a chief-rent of 2*. 
to Sir Walter de Clifford was payable thereon.^^ I can trace little 



^ AMtzeSy 56 Hen. Ill, m. 9. 

* Dnncumh's Herefordshire^ II, 118. 

^^ Chartulary (iit supra) No. xv. The 
Deed by which Dame Catherine de Lacy 
acquired most part of the rent thus trans- 
ferred is dated July 20, 1262. It haa the 
attestations of Warin deGbendon andof 8ir 
Henry de Bradelcgh (Iktncwnb, II, 161-2). 



" Supra p. 159. There was also a Simon 
de Clilford, brother of the third Walter. 
He I think was Prior of Careswell (Here- 
fordshire), and in that capacity attested a 
Charter of Walter de Lacy's before 1231 
(Monasticon, VI, 490, Num. iii). 

K Hot Hundred. II, 61. 
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more of this estate. In 1299 the Prior of Clifford appears among 
the rent-paying Tenants of Corfham. The Minister^ Accounts of 
1536-7 give also a Shropshire estate or estates of Clifford Priory, 
viz. a tenement and land in Syinngton (perhaps Siefton) yielding 16f ., 
and Hylhall Manor yielding 13«. per awmmP 

Besides the various Undertenants to whom I have endeavoured 
to assign a fitting mention under Corfham, Culmington, and Siefton, 
many others remain ; — ^but as I cannot fix the locality of their hold- 
ings I must mention them in mass as Tenants in the a^regate 
Manor. These were, — ^William fitz Matilda, Adam Tropin, and 
William de Opford, Jurors on the Inquest of 1255 ; — also Beginald 
Chaplain of Dourleg, Master John the Physician of Blockd^^, 
Philip Sturmi, and Richard le Franseys of Hulton, Defaulters on 
the same occasion. Philip Esturmy, William de Furchis, and Roger 
fitz Faber appear as Corfham Jurors, under Robert de Luntel, their 
Bailiff, in 1256. Roger de Mutti was a Jiiror in 1272, and Richard 
fitz Alice, John FiUot, Roger de Monte, William de Bulledon, and 
Adam the Beadle, were Jurors or tenants in 1274. Simon de Bys- 
sell was Chief Bailiff, and Philip de Cheyny, Hugh Sturmy, Adam 
le Bedel, and Nicholas le Barber, were Jurors at the Assizes of 
1292. Hugh Stormy, Thomas de Monte, Richard de Middelhope, 
Nicholas le Barber, Walter Tropyn, Hugh de fioUedon, Adam le 
Bedell, Roger Faber, and William le Yunge, occur on local Juries of 
1299, which Juries name Hugh Stormy, William le Yunge, Ricard 
Jug, William de Hulle, Nicholas le Barber, Martin le Lechour, 
Richard Faber, William Maddok, William de Bondy, Alice de 
Caunville, William le Porter, Richard de Middelhope and William 
de Lodelowe as Corfham Tenants. 



CJe Clee ;foxt»t 



This was one of the Palatine and afterwards Royal Forests of 
Shropshire. In Saxon times I should rather suppose it to have 
been appurtenant to Ditton, a Manor of the Mercian Earls, than 
to King Edward^s Manor of Corfham. In Henry IPs time Hugh 

" Monatticon, V, 43, Num. tI 
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de Feriers probably had it from that Eing^ t<^ther with Ditton, 
Corfham^ Culmiugton^ and Siefton ; bat when Henry II conceded 
Ditton to Wenlock Priory^ and gave Corfham^ Culmington^ and 
Siefton to Walter de Clifford, he detached the Glee Forest from the 
neighbouring Manor of Ditton, and, by the name of the " Haye of 
Emestry and Lea Clives,^' bestowed it as an appurtenance of the 
three more distant Manors. Here then did the Cliffords exercise 
those rights which ordinarily belonged to Royal Forests. King 
John confirming the Manor of Corf ham and Culmington to Walter 
de Clifford (II) in 1199, adds ''the Haye of Emestreu and Lea 
Clines.'^ At the Assizes of 1203 it would almost seem that the 
Clee Forest was represented by distinct Jurors, as if not involved in 
the Liberty of Corf ham. A space at least is allotted on the Roll 
for the " CUes^^ as well as for Corfham, though no presentments 
were entered under either. The Foresters of Walter de Clifford 
(II) were wont to levy a certain impost, called Daveretty on all 
lands within jurisdiction of the Clee Forest. The great Manor of 
Prior's Ditton was thus assessable; but it appears that Joybert, 
Prior of Wenlock, came to some agreement with Clifford, acquitting 
his tenants of the liability. In Trinity Term 1230 I find Prior 
Imbert suing Walter de Clifford (III) to observe the convention 
made by his Father. Clifford appeared not, and the case was ad- 
journed to November following.^ Before that time Clifford's ag« 
gression had assumed another character; for the Prior chained 
Walter de Clifford, Hugh de Kynardel', Philip Angevin, William 
de Clifford, Peter de Middleton, John Wyard, Roger and Herbert, 
Foresters, Walter de Parin (Paris), Roger Dun of Peton, Walter 
fitz Ivo, William Oliver, Wylloc Beadle of Corfham, and William 
fitz Adam of Peton with grave trespasses, viz. with wounding and 
imprisoning the Prior^s men. This charge was first preferred in 
the County Court ; but the Prior, conceiving that a false judg* 
ment was given by that Court, appealed to Westminster. The 
King's Justices ordered the Sheriff of Shropshire to make record 
in a full County-Court of the proceedings in this case, and to re- 
turn the same to Westminster before Oct. 20th, 1230. The Sheriff 
failed to do so, and the Justices made a similar order returnable by 
the Sheriff m three weeks of Hilary 1231. ^ The Rolls of that Term 
are lost ; but we have a Fine of Hilary Term 1232 which probably 
settled aU the points at issue. It was between '^ Prior Imbert, 

1 PlacUa, Hil. Term, 14 Hen. Ill, m. | ' Placita, Mich. Term, 14 and 15 Hen. 
17. I III, m. 10. 
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e Clifford, concemiog quittance of the dove- 
ten through the whole hmd of St. Milhui^ 
fu<B est area Clivat), and conceniing quit- 
lens, and 20 peace per amatm." The Prior's 

Clifford'a Foresters would not suffer the 
)dinton (Ditton Priors) and Stoke (St. Mil- 
^ not expedUated, nor to have pasture for 
Kt of Ditton and Stoke ; also that Clifford 

his men the right of common which the^ 
inimala in the Haye of Hemeatre. The Con- 
. — The Prior conceded that Clifford should 
rest {». e. Porest-rightB) iu the boacs of Dit- 

maintained in the bosca pertaining to his 
Prior was to keep in tillage all lands in the 
tton which were under tillage at the date of 
art 40 acres more in Pakemore, but he was 
e on the said aamrted lands. CUfford con< 
id his Successors should be quit of the cus- 

the Pine, and should have certain common 

The Prior and his Successors should more- 
iresters in their demeane-botca of Stoke and 
iaid Foresters swore fealty to Clifford con- 
be taken of his venison, and prosecuted all 
be Prior's men (being malefactors against 
the mode and custom of the Forests of Eng- 

attaclied should be dealt with in Clifford's 
r and his Successors should have the tenth 
I the said dtmesne-bo»c» of Stoke and Ditton, 
ted in the s^d boxes and taken elsewhere. 

have Foresters of his own, to keep the said 
ith the Prior's Foresters, 
liter de Clifford was suing William Manduit, 
[1 Hugh de Dudmaston, before the King in 
loar in the Forest of Corfham (which I sup- 
I'orest rather than that portion of the Ixmg 
I to Corfham). The Defendants had often 
s chaise. The Sheriff was now ordered to 
arrest his two Esquires, as they are called.* 
of Stottesdcn Hundred complained that the 
ter de Clifford required from every house 

ram Rrjie, 37, ;(» lion. III. in. >h,rn. 
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within the Bailiwick of La Clye one hen at Christmas and 5 eggs 
at Easter ; and that they collected wheat-sheaTCs {garbas) in au- 
tumn from the vills of Wheathill, Luchton (Loughton), Aston 
Botterell, Burwarton, and Cleobury North, and that if men denied 
these imposts they grievously distrained them, the Jiu-ors knew not 
by what warrant.* I have before taken notice of Walter de Clif- 
ford's relaxation of his rights in respect of a part of the Clee Forest 
known as the bosc of Cleobury North.^ I have also shown how 
Matilda de Longespee, his daughter, claimed in 1267 Royal privi- 
leges for the Clee Forest, and how she and her ofiScers (WiUiam de 
Clifford and John le Forfer) resisted an encroachment on those 
privileges when attempted by the Lord of Aston Botterell.^ We 
have also had mention of Emestre Forest in 1274, and John Gif- 
fard's attempt to enlarge the same by trespass on the Abbot of 
Shrewsbury's Manor of Tugford.^ The Jurors of Stottesden Him- 
dred complained at the same time that John de la Watere, Con- 
stable of Corfham, compelled all the Villa which were within his 
Lord's free-chace of Clines to attend and hold pleas of the chace 
every six weeks, — a thing which had never been done till the time 
of the said Constable, and till within the last four years. The VUls 
which refused to attend were heavily fined by the Constable. He 
had also placed four or five Deer- Keepers where there used to be 
but one, and this was at the cost of the country. He would not 
permit the Lord of any Manor to take aught from such Lord's own 
proper woods if within ^q free-chace aforesaid; — and this was con- 
trary to former custom. He also compelled the Free-Tenants 
within the Chace of Clyes to serve on Juries, without the King's 
precept. This was apparently said with reference to the Manorial 
Court of Corfham. Moreover these Jurors represented that John 
Giffard had for four years appropriated a right of warren within his 
Free Chace, no such right having previously existed. Other special 
trespasses these Jurors alleged against John de la Watere, in re- 
spect of the Forest jurisdiction of his Lord. I have alluded to 
these in their fitting place. The Jurors wound up their charges 
by protesting that the whole country round the Chace of the Clyes 
was nearly ruined by these and other extortions, whereof the 
number was unknown.® The Jurors of Wenlock Liberty also 
joined in the outcry, showing specially how the Prior and his men 



* RoL Hundred. II, 83. I Vol. I, p. 226 ; Vol. IV, p. 82. 

*«-7 Supra, Vol. Ill, pp. 27, 28 j I ^ Hot Hundred. U, lOS, 110. 
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;e Dothiof out of the Prior's own wood of Gyet 
i to the uneroements of John del Ewe.** 
Furors, ut the Asdzes of 1292, presented John 
; /ree-cAace in Cleyes and free-warren in the 
iry's lauds at Li^hton, in Walt^ Haket's lands 
n tbe lauds of other persons. The Corfham 
> occasion presented that John Gifhrd claimed 
lee and a Free-Haye in Eraestre, as pertaining 
>}rfham, in the whole of which Manor he also 
m. A consequent but not quite accurate Writ 
nestioned him (tn/er alia) for "having Free- 
g of Corfham and Cley," — to which he answered 
, that Cley was a mountun within Corfham 
Qor of itself.* The rest of his defence did not 
on of FVee-Chace, but was in fact a refnsal to 
ifore set fbrth.^° The Inquisition on his death 
profits on Emettre-Botc as 6i. Sd. per atmam, 
n Le Cle, called HeTmedcwe, as 6s. Bd. also, 
ich of the suliject with remarking that the great 
m of 1300, which relaxed so much of the Royal 
■e, did not touch the jurisdiction of the Clee 

THB Clee. — The office of at least one Forester 
was held in fee and inheritance, or at least al- 
ly the family of Wyard, who anciently had it. 
tis &mily is called " Wiard the Forester" in the 
have of him, and which has been given ujid^ 
ere appears that he was dead in 1199, leaving a 
: dower lay in some place not quite legible in 
ich I think may possibly stand for Loughton. 
then at issue with Alice, who had remarried to 
1. This William was doubtless Wiard's son and 
was said fifty years after, by his own Grandsou, 
K)rd Forestership in Henry IPs time, I venture 
on. He occurs again, I think, at the Assizes of 
e of William fita Wiard, when he gives the King 
ae to accord some suit, his Surety being Walter 
I, I think)." William Wiard was succeeded by 

i, 110. I " Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 34. 

636. " Anixet, 6 John, m. 4 dono. 
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a son Philip, which Philip was said by his own son John in 1249 
to have lived in Richard I's reign ; but this was probably inaccu- 
rate, though I can find no dated mention of the said Philip. John 
Wyard had certainly succeeded to Philip in or before 1230, when, 
with two others of Walter de Clifford's Foresters, he participated in 
his Lord's outrage on the Prior of Wenlock, as already described. 
Precisely at this time, if I may judge from the names of persons 
common to both transactions, Clifford was making great concessions 
to Shrewsbury Abbey in respect of that part of the Clee Forest 
which abutted on Loughton. These concessions it seems touched 
upon John Wyard's interests as Forester. About the year 1247 he 
seems to have made terms with the Abbey. By one Charter '^ John 
Wyard, son of Philip Wyard, releases to the Abbey 120 acres of 
the Bo8C of Luchton, which Sir Walter de Clifford had already dis- 
forested and clearly conceded to the Monks. John Wyard however 
reserves to himself three roads called Dukesli, Hageswey, and Fule^ 
tvey, by the which he might drive his Cattle to his firee pastures 
without hindrance of the Monks. For this the Abbot gave him one 
merk. Witnesses, — Sir Robert de Halechton, Philip de Baggesour, 
W. (Walter) Haket."^^ By another Charter, '' John Wyart, son of 
Philip Wyart, gives up to the Abbey, for five merks, one assart 
which he held of the Monks at the vill of Luchton, and also all the 
forestership (that is, rights of forestership), with its appurtenances, 
which he had had in the Monks' Wood of the same vill of Luchton. 
Witnesses, — Robert de Halechton, Richard Tyrol, Thomas de Cos- 
tentin, Knights."^ 

We have seen that Walter de Clifford incurred forfeiture in 1233 
for his alleged rebellion. He seems also to have suffered a partial 
forfeiture for his rebellious conduct in 1250. On the latter occa- 
sion the Clee-Forest was in the King's hand, and, as Clifford after- 
wards deposed, the King gave John Wyard's Bailiwick to one Roger 
de Hogelawe. John Wyard however, contradicting Clifford, stated 
that Clifford himself had ejected him, in or about the year 1251. 
Wyard certainly seems to have acted in accordance with the latter 
idea. The Pipe-Roll of 1252 gives John Wyard as fining one merk 
for a Writ of Pone, i, e, to change the venue of some pending cause. 
Prom the Shropshire Assize-Roll of 1256 we probably learn what 
that cause was. — " Walter de Clifford appeared in Court to answer 
John Wyard in the following Plea, viz. that he, Clifford, should per- 
mit Wyard to h9,\G SL Bailiioick in the Forest, viz. in Northlye." The 

*3 Salop Cliartukry, No. 128, c and d. 
V. 28 
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duties of the Bailiwick seem to have been that Wyard " should 
travel with one horse and a boy to make attachments of the forest, 
as his ancestors^ he said, had done, of right and of fee, from time 
whereof memory was not, viz. William Wyard his Orandfather, in 
time of Henry II, Philip Wyard his Father, in time of King Ei- 
. chard, and himself in the present King's time for ten years and 
more/' Clifford, he added, had ejected him five years before, whereby 
he was damaged £10. Clifford replied that ^^ Wyard had no Charter 
on the subject, nor had he possession of the tenement to which the 
Bailiwick in question appertained, but that he had held oflSce merely 
by favour : moreover, as to the tenement to which the Bailiwick ap- 
pertained, Roger de Hogelawe held that, as well as the BaiUwick^ by 
gift of the King, when the Bailiwick was in the King's hand.''^^ 
The result I cannot trace, but in December 1258 John Wyard was 
one of the Jurors on the death of Philip de Baggesore, a Royal 
Forester. 

LOUGHTON. 

My sole reason for treating of this place here is that a great part 
of the Manor consisted of lands taken from the Clee Forest. I can- 
not find the original Manor of Loughton in Domesday}^ but early 
in the next century it belonged to Salop Abbey. Now whereas the 
Chartulary of that House does not inform us how it came into pos- 
session of Loughton, we naturally search for a probability that 
Loughton was involved in some Domesday Manor in which the 
Abbey had already an interest. Stottesden and Morville present 
themselves as alone likely, and if to Morville was attached the dis- 
tant Berewick of Cold Weston, and if Duddlewick and Prestcot 
were members of Stottesden, analogy would lead us to suppose that 
Loughton might have been a member of either Morville or Stottes- 
den, and so have come to Salop Abbey with its other share of either 
Manor. But we are minutely told what the vills were which the 
Abbey acquired in Morville and Stottesden, and Loughton is not 
among them. Again Loughton was parochially a member of Chet- 
ton, and it is reasonable just to ascertain whether its manorial oon- 



^* MtizeM, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 9 dono, 
^ Soger fitz Corbet had a Manor Luche- 
tune in Knesset Hundred (Domesdaifj fo. 
255, b), but that was imdoubtedlj Loton, 
— now Loton Park. Also Robert CJorbet 
gave Bome land {terram unam) named 



Loketon to Salop Abbey between 1106 
and 1121. It is not necessary now to in* 
quire where this land was. It could hardly 
have been Loughton, for Robert Corbet 
had nothing in tliat quarter of Shropshire, 
if we are to trust in Dometdt^. 
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I dition may not have been similar. This is easily done, and the re- 

r suit is negative. No grant in Chetton was ever made to Shrews- 

bury Abbey ; and Chetton in the thirteenth century was so far from 
having lost aught of its Domesday adjuncts, that its hidage was in- 
• creased. Summarily then we conclude that Loughton is omitted in 

r Domesday, that is, it neither appears under any specific name, nor 

can we assign it as a member of any greater Manor. I have often 
^ said that lands, exclusively forest, are not surveyed in the Shropshire 

. Domesday, My idea is that Loughton was then involved in the Clee 

Forest, but subsequently colonized by the Monks of Shrewsbury 
under some unrecorded relaxation or permission of the Norman 
Earls, or of the Crown. I have adverted in a note to the very 
slender possibility that Loughton was identical with certain land 
called Loketon, which was given by Robert Corbet to Shrewsbury 
Abbey between 1108 and 1121. Even if this were so, my main 
conclusion holds good, viz. that Loughton is unmentioned in Domes- 
day, for that Record gives Robert Corbet nothing in the neigh- 
bourhood now under notice. 

Passing from theories to facts, we find Loughton in possession of 

f Shrewsbury Abbey about the year 1138, when Bishop Betun^s con- 

i firmation to that House, after naming certain tithes in Dudelwich, 

Stottesden, and Walkerslow, further allows the Monks two parts of 

\ the tithes of their demesne of Luchton, and all the tithes of their 

demesne of Tugford.^' Luchton, mentioned in such a sequence, is 

assuredly Loughton, and the reservation of a third of its tithes was 

probably connected with its parochial subjection to Chetton. 

About the year 1225, as I think, Walter de Cliflford for one merk 
paid to him by the Monks of Salop, gave license that their Ooats 
should go and feed in the Bosc of Luhtune. — Witnesses, Egidius de 
Cliflford the Grantor's brother, Richard Tyrel, John d'Ebroids 
(Devereux), Thomas de Baskerville, Thomas de Costantin, Symon 
de Leeg Clerk, William de Cliflford Constable of Corfham.^^ 

About 1230 Walter de Clifford grants to Salop Abbey 100 acres 
of Bosc in the Bosc of Luhtone, whereof each acre was to be 40 
perches by 4 perches, and each perch 25 feet. — Witnesses, Richard 
Tyrel, Richard fitz Symon Knights, Robert de Estone Constable 
of Corfham, Hugh de Kynsithelege, Robert de BoUedon, Richard 
de Ballecote, John de {sic) Wyard, Walter de Paris, Herbert 
Forester of Clye.^® 

" Chartulary, No. 334. i " Ibidem, No. 9. It is observable that 

^ Salop Chartuiary, No. 8. | four of these witnesMS participated in Clif- 
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i, judging hj the witDesaes' names, & nearly 
Walter de CliJford'a to Salop Abbey, but 
ed to reconvey the premises named in the 
1 nteaaurement but with a considerable ad- 
3s a grant de novo, conveying 120 acres over 
acres of the last, I cannot say. — Styling him- 
rd son of Walter de ClifiFord and Agnes de 
Salop Abbey in pure abntngn, 120 acres of 
jdIcs at Ltihtone, of which the Bosc and aiie 

assart, fence, and dispose of as they liked ; 
his forest should be able to pass in and out 
DQ of the forest ; provided also that the said 
learest to the vUl of Luhtune and consist of 
ud aod bosc, between Roger de Ondeslawe's 
lurse [Sichet) towards Burwarton. Each acre 
10 perches by 4 perches, but each perch was 
: witnesses are the same as in the last, except 
flbrd. Knight, occupies the second place, and 

is omitted.'* 

%re, supplemental to Clifford's, have before 
ervable that the Stottesden Jurors of 1255 
Q their ordinary Survey. The probable rea- 

no precedents or Records enabling them to 
al consequence of its omission in Domesday. 
irter of Free-Warren, granted to Shrewsbury 
ilewick and Tugford, but omits Longhton. 
e the latter was within the jurisdiction of the 

356 Simon fitz Philip of Lutton sued Ral|A 
Lindridge) Robert de Furches, Ralph fits 
enedict de Duderhul for disseizing him of 3 
[er Bonoste aud William de la Lawe, two of 
J cause, did not appear; but the Jury found 
ig first enfeoffed the Plaintiff in the premises, 
A him, that then John Wyard had enfeoffed 
ridge in these and other lands, that the said 

WT)- in 1230. Ill, 620, Kum. Ti. 
uigii to the Ricliard de Clifford, Knight, sltealitig 

this Deed is, T tlunk identical with Sir 
6 and 7, col- Bichaid Sti Sjmon iltcsting No. 9. 
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Ralph had enfeoffed Philip de Wychecot who was now seized. The 
Plaintiff was allowed to obtain a remedy by some other process.^ 

It is probable that the above smt concerned land in Clifford's fee, 
not in the Shrewsbury AU)ey estate. 

In June 1259 Matilda, daughter of Richard de Lowton, sues the 
Abbot of Shrewsbury and others for disseizin in Lowton. 

Between the years 1266 and 1271, William Abbot of Shrewsbury 
concedes to Robert fitz Adam of Stoke, for hia own life and for the 
lives of any two Assignees he might choose, for 5 merks paid, all the 
assart made by Adam de Stoke in the field of Luchton called Hase- 
lovere. — Rent to be 2tf. Witnesses, Richard de Baggesovere, Wai« 
ter de Norton.^^ 

In February 1268 the Abbot of Shrewsbury proposes to sue Ma^ 
tilda de Longespee for disseizing him of a tenement in Louthon.^ 
Egidius de Erdinton was the Justiciar appointed to try the cause. 
This dispute probably resulted in the Charter whereby, within the 
next four years, Matilda Longespee confirmed her Father's Grants 
to Shrewsbury Abbey, — Roger Tirel, Thomas Boterel, and William 
de Monkyton, her Seneschal, attesting her Confirmation.^ 

Between the years 1272 and 1278 Luke, Abbot of Shrewsbury, 
grants to Sir Thomas Botterela messuage in the vi// of Lucton, and 
9 acres in the fields thereof, lying in Wetemore, between Borewar- 
ton and Lucton. — To hold in fee, at a rent of 8s. 4d. — ^Witnesses, 
Sir Ralph de Arras, Sir John de la Lee, and Sir John fitz Aer.^ 

In 1291 the Abbot of Shrewsbury's receipts firom Loughton are 
probably included in those of Duddlewick.** 

The Valor of 1534 and the Ministers^ Accounts of 1541-2 are 
equally indistinct as to any separate estimate of Loughton. 

Loughton Chapel. — The only notices which I have of this 
Chapel have been already given under Chetton Church.^ This pa- 
rochial subjection of Loughton to Chetton stiU remains. It is an 
anomaly greater even than that which besets the manorial condi- 
tions of Loughton. 



^ As9i%e9f 40 Hen. Ill, m. 11 dorao. 

" Salop Chartulaiy, No. 107. 

^ Patent, 62 Hen. Ill, dorto. 

^ MonasHcon, HI, 520, No. vi. It 
is remarkable that Maud Longespee's In- 
gpeximtUy purporting to confirm her Fa- 
ther's CharterSy recites only one of the three 
(the third ftboye given),and then appends 



thereto the witnesses of another (the first 
aboTe giren). A similar mistake made in 
a later day I haye yentared to suppose in 
a case of transcription (Supra^ YoL II, pp.. 
55-^, note 26). 

'* Salop Chartukry, No. 407. 

» Supra, Vol. IV, p. 159. 

» Supra, Vol. I, pp. 183, 184. 
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Under the heading Quod tenet {ecclesia) SanctiMichaelis, Dames^ 
day says : — '^ The Church of St. Michael holds Possetom of the 
Earl. Chetel held it (in Saxon times) . Here is one virgate of land. 
The (arable) land (is enough for) half an ox-team. One Tenant 
renders for the same a bundle of box on Palm Sunday .^^^ If Upper 
Poston is (as we have seen it to be) identical with the Domesday 
Possetome^ the probability that Lower Poston represents the second 
Possetom of Domesday, is very reasonable. We also determine that 
the Hundred of the latter^ not expressed in Domesday, was Culves- 
tan, — the known Hundred of Upper Poston. As to Chetel^ Saxon 
Lord of Lower Poston^ he had also a part of that Manor of Stanton 
which afterwards was called the Manor of Holgate.^ Earl Bog^ 
then gave one of Chetel's Manors to Helgot ; the other he bestowed 
on his own Chapel within the Castle of Shrewsbury^ known in 
Domesday as the ^' Church of St. Michael.^' I refer elsewhere for 
an account of the latter foundation.^ That a Tenure, secured only 
by payment of a bundle of box to deck the Church on Palm Sun- 
day, should speedily vanish is no matter of surprise. The acknow- 
ledgment was almost worthless in itself, and came from a most un- 
reasonable distance. Except in Domesday, we hear nothing of St. 
MichaePs interest in Lower Poston. The Seigneury of this small 
Manor became Fitz Alan^s, in what way I cannot tell. In 1251 1 
find Philip de Thongland suing Thomas de Hopton for common pas- 
ture in Hopton and Poston of which he had been disseized.^ Philip 
de Thongland we know held Upper Poston at the time, and I sup- 
pose that what he claimed lay in Hopton Cangeford and Lower 
Poston, two very distant places. What Thomas de Hopton can have 
had to do in Lower Poston is quite as inexplicable to me as Philip 
de Thongland^s concern in Hopton Cangeford. 

In 1255 Richard de Thongland is said to hold Possethome of 
John Fitz- Alan. It did suit to the Hundred of Munslow, and con- 
tained half a hide (double the Domesday estimate) and paid Stret- 



^ JJwut homo reddU indeftucem huxi in 
die palmarum (Domesday, fo. 252, b, 2). 
* Supra, Vol. IV, p. 51. 



3 History qf Shrewsbury, IT, 416. 
* Pat,ent. 35 Hen. Ill, dorso. 
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ward and Motfee accordingly^ viz. &d} This was Lower Poston 
undoubtedly ; and the same Richard de Thougland held Thonglands 
under the same Suzerain. I have said more of him under that 
Manor.' The connection between Thonglands and Lower Poston 
does not end here^ for the Feodary of 1284, after describing Roger 
de Bradele/s tenure of Thonglands under Fitz Alan, intimates that 
a place written Posaelme was annexed to the tenancy. 

I can find nothing more relating to this small estate, and will 
conclude by observing that its Manorial diBtinctiveness is well paral* 
leled by something in its parochial condition, for while Upper Pos- 
ton is in the Parish of Diddlebury, Lower Poston is, like Thong- 
lands, in the Parish of Munslow. 



BromfiieUr. 



Under the Title (iuod tenet Ecclesia Sancta Maria, Domesday 
says as follows : — " The same Church holds Brunfelde, and there it 
is built {ibi consistii).^ Here are now x hides, and in demesne there 
are vi ox-teams, and there are xii Neat-herds, xv Villains, and xii 
Boors, with viii teams. It is worth 50s. (annually) to the Canons ; 
and Nigel the Physician has 16s, (annually) from this Manor. In 
this Manor there were in King Edward's time xx hides, and xii 
Canons of the said Church had the whole. One of them, Spirtes 
by name, had alone x hides ; but when he was banished from Eng- 
land, King Edward gave these x hides to Robert fitz Wimarch as 
to a Canon. But Robert gave the same land to a certain son-in-law 
of his. Which thing, when the (other) Canons had shown to the 
King, forthwith (the King) ordered that the land should revert to 
the Church, only delaying (to enforce this order) till at the Court 
of the then approaching Christmas he should be able to order Ro- 
bert (personally) to provide other land for his Son-in-law. But 
the King himself died during those very festal days (of Christ- 
mas), and from that time till now the Church hath lost the land. 



< Sot mindred, II, 70. 

« Supra, Vol. rV, p. 86. 

' It is singular that this expression did 
not prevent the Compilers of Domesday 
from confusing the entries which belonged 



to St. Mary's of Bromfield with those 
which belonged to St. Mary's of Shrews- 
bury. The cause and extent of that con- 
fusion have already been fully expkiined 
(Supra, Vol. IV. p. 377). 



This land Robert bow holds under Earl Rc^er, and it is waste, and 
was found waste (by the said Robert) . One part with another, the 
arable land (of the whole xx hides) is sufficient to employ liiii ox- 
teams."' 

It is seldom that Domeiday gives ns so many traits of personal 
character, and so many historical allusions as are involved in the 
above entry. Edwar4 the Confessor, injadidoos in his choice of 
fovourites, sealously pious in his intentions, dilatory and irresolute 
in his actions, is here drawn in outline. The King was attacked by 
the fever, of which he died, on December 24, 1065. His Court was, 
as usual at that season of the year, assembled at Westminster, and 
Edward, though struggling with mortal disease, presided for three 
days over the festivities. On the 3Sth he was too ill to witness the 
consummation of his darling project, — the consecration of West- 
minster Abbey, and on the 5th of January he died. Thus passed 
the " festal days" alluded to in Domesday. Other names men- 
tioned in the Sometday notice of Bromfield have a history of thdr 
own, and it will be better to take them in chronological order. 

Spibtbs, the Canon, who in his day engrossed half the emolu- 
ments of this Saxon and Collegiate Church, was himself a Saxon, 
and is elsewhere called ^ritui, or Sjnrtet Pretbyter. He lived in 
the reigns of three Saxon Kings, Harold I, Hardicanute, and Ed- 
ward the Confessor. With the two first he was a special &vourite ; 
the last banished him, for what cause is not known. The Hereford- 
diire Dometday refra^ to a period of the Confessor's reign, when 
Spiriies the Prietl held four Manors in that County under the 
Church a[ St. Outhlac. At Dometday St. Guthlac had lost the 
Seigneury of these Manors, and the same Nigel the Physician, who 
had an interest in Bromfield, held them all, independently of the 
Church.' Again we are told that Spirtes had a rich Brother named 
Eamwi, who being a layman, was Prtepoaiiut under the Church of 
Worcester, of the Manor of Cotheridge. Earnwi made over Cothc- 
ridge to Spirtes, to the intent that Spirtes, when he paid Earnwi a 
visit, should, in going and returning, have lodging there. When 
Spirtes was banished, Eichard Scrob aeiscd upon Cotheridge, aud 
so the Church of Worcester lost it, and was still dispossessed when 
Heming, the Worcester Monk, who tells this story, was writing.* 

The Worcestershire Domesday calls Cotheridge "Codrie," and 
describes it as a member of the Bishop of Worcester's Manor nf 

■ Dtmetdas, fo. S52, h.2. \ ' MoHMtieom, I, 5&*. 

^ Dometdag, to. 183, &, I. I 
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Gremanliil (Grimley). This part of the Record refers apparently 
to a period of the Confessor's reign after the banishment of Spirtes, 
and says that Bicardiis (meaning doubtless Richard Scrupe) had 
then held Codrie by such service as the Bishop required. The Lord 
of Codrie at the time of Domesday was Osbern fitz Richard (Richard 
Scrupe's son).^ His descendants clearly held Cotheridge in capite 
of the Crown and not of the Bishop, and so far Heming's account 
seems more accurate even than Domesday, 'fo return to Spirtes; — 
he was also a Canon of the Collegiate Church of St. Alkmund, 
Shrewsbury. His Prebend therein was Wistanstow, both the Church 
and the Manor. The Shropshire Domesday refers back to a period 
of the Confessor's reign when Spirtes Presbyter (not yet an exile), 
was holding Wistanstow of St. Alkmunds.* A monastic memorial 
of great credibility, tells us nothing of Spirtes' previous banishment, 
but begins with the fact of Edward the Confessor bestowing the 
Prebend of Wistanstow on Godric Wiffesune, on whose death, says 
the same record, Earl Roger gave the Prebend to Nehel, a Clerk, 
his own Physician.^ Domesday, in all but perfect harmony, gives 
Nigel the Physician as Lord of Wistanstow, but holding it of the 
King, not of Earl Roger. Further particulars of this local subject 
shall be given under Wistanstow. Of Nigel the Physician we shall 
also speak elsewhere. His presentation to the benefices, once Spirtes 
the Priest's, resulted in another instance besides the six already 
mentioned. Of Robert Fitz Wimarc, Spirtes' successor in ten 
'-"• hides of Bromfield, I observe that in King Edward's time he was 

^'- Lord of the Herefordshire Manor of Torchestone.® There can be 

■ " little doubt, I think, that he was identical with Robert the Deacon, 

a Norman, who was allowed to remain in England when Edward 
^ the Confessor, awed by Earl Gtxlwin and his Sons, expelled the 

• '- Normans in general. If this identification be accepted as true, then 

^ that Son-in-law of Robert fitz Wimarch, whom the Domesday no- 

V tice of Bromfield mentions without giving his name, can have been 

- no other than Richard Scrupe. I have before adverted to the fact 

'/ that the Norman Canons, introduced by Earl Roger to English Pre- 

bends, were not bound by the laws of celibacy. Under the Saxon 
rule such an obligation had never, I imagine, been thought of.^ In 









i':- 



I? 



^ Domesday, fo. 172, b, 2. 

* Domesday, fo. 260, b, 2. 
7 Lilleshall Chartularv, fo. 100. 
^ Domesday, fo. 186, b, 1. 

• See History of Shrewsbwry, Vol. II. p. 
21, for further remarks on this subject. It 

v. 29 



appears that the Synod of Winchester for- 
bade the marriage of Canons of Collegiate 
Churches in 1076, — a date which must 
very nearly tally with some of the earliest 
of £arl Boger*s presentations. 
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Robert fitz Wimarc we have an instance of a Canon, acknowledged 
as such by the scrupuloue Edward, but who, as a Father-in>Law, 
must also have been legally a Father. 

The Domesday notice of Bromfield requires one more observa- 
tion. The Record names a cert^ Robert as Earl Roger's, Tenant 
of 10 hides in Bromfield, whereas we shovdd have expected that 
Richard Scrupe, the presumed Son-in-law of Robert fitz Wimarc, 
and himself a Norman, would bare remained undisturbed in this 
Tenure till his death, and that then Osbem fitz Richard his son, 
succeeding tliereto, would have been seized at Domesday, X find 
however no subsequent evidence of any such lay tenure in Brom- 
field as wiD correspond with these 10 hides. I conclude that Earl 
Roger, aa was his wont, restored them to the Church on proof of 
its undoubted title. 

BKOMFIILD PEIOEY. 
The Church of St. Mary at the time of Domesday probably pre- 
served much of its Saxon constitution, that of a College of Secular 
Canons, without any ostensible Head, but damaged somewhat in 
estate by recent changes. I have shown under Morville and under 
Wenlock, and shall show in other cases, that it was not the Norman 
policy to maintain these Saxon institutions on their original plan. 
How soon a change came upon Bromfield, and what the first change 
was, are things not easy to determine. A Charter of King Heuiy 
II, presently to be cited, speaks of Canons of Bromfield and their 
Prebends as existing in the time of Henry I, and at his own acces- 
sion, — as if the Saxon College had in no way been remodelled. 
However an unvouched authority which speaks of Bromfield as 
founded in 1 105, may possibly allude to some change of that date," 
and when I find Osbert, Prior of Bromfield, attesting about 1115 
an ordinance of the Viceroy Belmeis," and also attesting a grant to 
Kenilworth Priory, which must have passed between 1130 and 
1135,'' I am assured that his presidency, under the title of Prior, 
indicates some previous change in the constitution of this Church. 
A greater change however took place in the reign of Henry II. — 
A Chronicle of Gloucester Abbey informs us that in 1165 "the 
Canons of Bromfeld gave up themselves and their Church to the 
Monkish profession or rule (ad monachatum) of the Church of St. 
Peter's, Gloucester, by mediation {per manum) of Gilbert Bishop 

"■ MoiioHiam, I, 537, a. I " Mottatticon, VI, 231, Ho. ili. 

II Supni, Vol. Ill, p. 233. | 
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of Hereford, and authority of Theobald Archbishop of Canterbury, 
Legate of the Apo8tolick See."^^ Another account represents the 
matter as if the Canons actually undertook to pass their monastic 
life in Gloucester Abbey under the then Abbot, — Hameline.'* All 
the names thus mentioned consist with the date alleged (1155), and 
the result, whatever the mode and process of the change, was that 
Bromfield became a Benedictine Priory, inhabited by its own 
Monks, but subject to Gloucester Abbey. This change cannot have 
been valid without Royal consent; for Henry II, as having by 
escheat the Palatine Earldom of Shrewsbury, was doubtless Patron 
of every Canonry in this Collegiate Church. Accordingly we have 
a Charter of Henry II, on the subject,^^ which (firom the witnesses' 
names) may well have passed in his first year (1155), but which, by 
its internal evidence, can only be proved to have passed in one of 
his first fifteen years. It is remarkable that this Charter, though 
it sanctions a change from Canonicism to Monachism within the 
Church of Bromfield, reserves the land-tenures of the existent Ca- 
nons, and says nothing about subjection to Gloucester Abbey, 
though perhaps the attestation of William Earl of Gloucester may 
be taken as an indication that the proposed subjection was tacitly 
recognized. The King calls the Church of St. Mary of Bromfeld 
his own, and gives it to a Prior and Monks already located there 
{ibidem Deo servieniibtis), — to hold of himself and his heirs in pure 
almoign, as a chapel of royal demesne {sicut nostram dominicam 
capellam)^^ with all its prebends (which he enumerates), and saving 



i»-i^ Monasticon, IV, 155, No. i; and 
Vol. I, p. 545. 

** Monasticony IV, 155, Num. ii. 

I find another Charter of Henry II, to 
Bromfield Priory; — ^inspected and con- 
firmed by his G-randson Henry III, and 
transcribed on the Sliropshire Forest-Roll 
of 46 Hen. Ill, (m. 3 dorso). As regards 
the territoiy secured to the Monks, this 
Charter is not quite bo full as the aboTC ; 
but it gives them license to assart, and 
otherwise do as they pleased, with their 
own woods, and it specially takes their 
Bote of Doddinghopo out of Regard^ the 
same " having previously been within the 
bounds of the King's Forest." This Char- 
ter is attested by T. Chancellor, that is by 
Thomas k Becket. It passed therefore 
(see Vol. I, p. 291), between 1155 and 
1158. 



18 The precise effect of this expression 
was well understood at the time. It meant 
that Bromfield, in whatever state (Colle- 
giate or Monastic), was exempt from Epis- 
copal Jurisdiction. So Bishop Gilbert 
Foliot interpreted and accepted the King's 
Charter in another of his own. Tlierein 
he acknowledged not only his own want of 
Jurisdiction over Bromfield Priory, but 
that the Prior was not obliged to find him 
procwroHons except as a matter of favour. 
This I learn from the valuable annota- 
tions of the editor of Bishop Swinficld's 
Household Boll (Vol. II, p. clxxxviii, 
note). From the same source I conclude 
that Henry II's Charter to Bromfield 
must have passed within the first nine 
years of his reign j for Bishop Foliot, who 
thus indoi'sed it, was translated to London 
in 1163. 
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le existing Canons, as Rforeeaid. After the deatbi 
1 prebendal lands were to revert to the proper 
■f the said Chapel and the Brethren there, vith 
mces, free-customs, and royal dignities. M'it- 
ishop of Chichester, Reginald Earl ofComvall, 
ouceater, and Richard de Humez Constable (of 
i at London. This Charter of King Heniy II 
) of Eromfield, and intimates that there were 
med) in a Bimilar position, viz. as having held or 
nds in Bromfeld Huntuae, either in the time of 
)f King Heniy II himself. The Canons named 

vs de Bweford, i,e, Frederick de Burford, Clerk. 
) de Pontetbyr, i.e. Kobert Calemon of Ponts- 

' de Bromfield, i.e. Edric de Bromfield, Priest, 
r de Felttme, i.e. Robert de Pelton, Priest. 
romfeld Humiaat^'' is interpreted by the Charter 
all the lands and vills of Haverford (Halford), 

(Dinchope), and at Effwd (Aahford"), and of 
1 and Clay Felton), and of Burgekeye (Burway), 
wer Ledwich), and three Prebends in Bromfield, 

in Halintone (Hill-Halton, Lady-Halton, and 

larter, or rather Precept, was issued by King 
of the " Prior and Monks of his Church of St. 
" The attestation of Geofi&^ Bishop of Ely, 

Charter as between 1174andll89. It enjoins 
md Monks shall have free and peaceable poaer 

Base of Mouhtre (Mocktrec) and the Bote of 
&^>m Whitebroc as far as the fount of Werebroc, 
if Kanerwudc and of Dudiiigehope, and in their 
iz. from Eilsichewey even into Ludcford, along 

Rugwey. The King also wills that the said 
Jd well and peaceably their Haye in their afore- 

r haneti which ■> Thii place is now lo»t. It eiiited at 

impounded with the DisBolulion. 

eality the Saion " The woni " vcDatioDcm " a printol 

I province, tliat domiriooem in the Momutiam; — to the 

edient , — derived abiioluhi m jatificationoC tbowbola ChaiUr- 
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said bo8C of Moctre^ with the land and pasture of Beneth^ so freely 
and quietly^ in all respects pertaining to a Free-Hayey as that there 
shall be no road for man or beast through the said Haye. 

To some of the localities here indicated I shall have to revert in 
the sequel. At present I follow the main but disjointed History of 
the Priory itself. In 1188 I find it designated as the " little Cell 
of Brumfeld/^ by Giraldus the Historian^ who passed hereby in 
company with Archbishop Baldwin^ after preaching the Crusade in 
the West.«> 

In 1203 and 1208 Elias Prior of Bromfield occurs in some law- 
proceedings which I shall detail hereafter. 

At the Gloucester Assizes of 1221 the Abbot of Gloucester was 
suing William Falconer and others in a plea of pasture. It appears 
that William Falconer represented the joint communities of Ludlow 
and Stanton Lacy^ the real Defendants in this suit. It was ad- 
journed^ the men of Ludlow making Ralph Aurifaber their Attorney^ 
and the men of Stanton naming Robert de Stanton as theirs. It 
is obvious that the interests in dispute were those of Bromfield 
Priory. 

A Patent of May 26^ 1228, expresses the King's assent to the 
election of Henry, late Prior of Bromfeld, as Abbot of Gloucester. 
On July 16, 1235, King Henry III inspected and confirmed the 
two Charters of his Grandfather above described.^^ The Prior and 
Convent of Bromfield paid 100*. for this confirmation.*^ 

In 1243 we have an instance of the subject condition of this 
Priory ; for the Abbot of Gloucester endeavours by suit-at-law to re- 
gain certain lands in Bromfield, on the ground that Elyas, former 
Prior of Bromfield, had demised the same without consulting the 
Chapter of Gloucester. The Munslow Inquisition of 1255 says that 
the Prior of Bromfeld claimed to have certain franchises in Brom- 
feld. He had gallows, held pleas of blood-shed, and hue and cry ; he 
assized beer, and tried local causes under a tarit de recio,^ On 
January 18, 1257, the Prior of Bromfield has the King's letters of 
protection for ten years. At the Assizes of 1292 the Munslow 
Jurors presented the Prior as claiming Free-Warren in Bromfield. 
The Prior defended his right under Henry II's Charter, which 
Charter was also taken to imply a right of Infangthef; — and it was 



^ Giraldus CambTensis, Liber II, Cap. 
xiii. Wenlock, Bromfield, Ludlow, Leo- 
minster, and Hereford, were the last places 
visited by this Mission, 



21 Rot, Cart. 19 Hen. Ill, m. 5. 
a Rot Pip, 20 Hen. HI, Salop, 
« Rot. Mundred. II, 72. 
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shown that in virtue of the last^ one Henry de la Chapde had been 
hanged in Bromfield for theft^ being tried and condemned by the 
Prior. 

I refer elsewhere for the names of some of the last Priors of 
Bromfeld^^ as also for a proof that its subjection to Gloucester 
Abbey continued till the Dissolution^ and how its possessions were 
then disposed of.^* 

Bromfield Manor. — Something should be said generally of the 
Manor and such of its members as were usually held in demesne by 
the Monks. It is impossible to enumerate ail these members with 
certainty, but Burway, Clay-Felton, Rye Felton, Whitbatch, Hal- 
ford, and Dinchope, were surely of the number; whilst Priora 
Halton, Lady-Halton, and places called Chapel and Aahford, were 
less positively so. Of members alienated by early feoffinent, I shall 
speak separately hereafter. I here give first an instance of feoff- 
ment hardly amounting to alienation. — 

In Hilary Term 1243 the Abbot of Gloucester commenced the 
suit above alluded to, viz. against Robert de Wudeton, for 30 acres 
of arable land and 10 acres of bosc in Bromfeud, which the Abbot 
alleged to have been unlawfully demised by a former Prior of Brom- 
field to William de Wudeton the Defendant's Father, Robert de 
Wudeton's defence was that the premises were in Wudeton, — a 
manor which he (Robert) held under Walter de Lacy (meaning 
Walter de Lacy^s heii-s) .-® The Fine which resulted left Robert de 
Wudeton Tenant-in-fee of the premises, paying a rent of 3*. to the 
Abbot. The other particulars I have given under Onibury.^ In 
1255 the Prior of Bromfeud is said in the Munslow Inquest to hold 
the vtU of Bromfeud with its appurtenances, of the yran* almoign of 
King Henry II. This tenure was estimated at five hides, and the 
Prior did no Suit either to County or Hundred for the same, having, 
as was alleged, a chartered franchise.^ The Feodary of 1284 gives 
the Prior as holding the Manor of Bromfeld with its members, of 
the King in capite, but by unknown services. 

The Taxation of 1291 gives the following estimate of the Prior 
of Bromfield's income as Lord of this Manor, and as holding much 
of it in demesne. — Eight carucates of land yielded £%. per annum. 
The hay (ten loads at 1*. 6rf.) was worth 15*. The assized rents 
and tallage of natives amounted to £22. 13^. 4^^. The Pleas and 



r^- 



^ l}ukes*8 AfUiquitieSf p. 116. 

» Monasticon, IV, 164r-167. 

» PlacUa, Hilary Term, 27 Hon. Ill, 



m. 11. 
^ Supra, p. 56. 
» Rot. Hundred, II, 70. 
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perquisites of Court, the labour-dues, and the fines (on copyhold 
lands) were £3. The pannage of swine yielded 28., and three Milk 
yielded £3. These temporalities amounted to £33. 10*. 4rf. per 
annum, an income increased by £7, 2s, from profits on Stock (8 
cows and 260 ewe-sheep). Total, £40. 12*. 4d.^ 

The Nomina Villarum of 1316 gives the Prior of Bromfield as 
Lord of the ViU,^ 

In 1534-5 the Income of the Priory appears to have been mainly 
derived from the Manor of Bromfield and its adjuncts. A few items 
came from external sources, but I shall include them here, both for 
the sake of compression and because the non-existence of any Brom- 
field Chartulary prevents my tracing the external acquisitions of the 
Priory to their sources, — an investigation which, could it have been 
pursued, might have added something to the history of the other 
places in question. According to the Valor the Prior's assized rents 
firom customary and Free Tenants were, — 

£. s. d. 
In Bromfelde (that is, Bromfield proper) . . . 10 18 8 
In Burway, Chapel,^^ and Clay Felton .... 548 

In Whitebach 6 13 4 

In Rye Felton 9 19 4 

In Dodingthorpe (t. e. Dinchope and perhaps Hal- 
ford) 388 

In Leddewiche (i. e. Lower Ledwich) .... 400 

The above were all in Bromfield Parish. 

The Valuation thereof seems to have been held to 
be too low, at aU events a sum of — 10 18 4 

must be added to these items in order to produce 
the eventual total. The remaining income was, 
— From Rent of certain land in Overton-field in 
the Parish of Richard's Castle (Herefordshire) . 2 

From corn-tithes of Hawkeford (probably Halford), 

and Dodinghope (Dinchope) in Bromfield Parish 2 

From corn-tithes of Priors Halton and Ludford** . 2 13 4 



» Pope Nich, Taxation^ pp. 163, 164. 

» Parliamentary Writs, IV. 397. 

3> This locality I cannot trace. 

" The reason that these two places are 
thus coupled was probably that the tithes 
were &rmed by the same person. — 



Ludford was originally in Bromfield 
Parish, and its Church a Chapel to Brom- 
field. This veiy account gives among the 
outgoings of the Prioiy a saJary of £2. 
payable to the Chaplain who officiated at 
Ludford. 
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£. 9. d. 
Prom com and hay-tithes of Lower Ledwich, 

Sheet, and Steventon«« 3 10 

Com and hay-tithes of St. Mary^s Halton of 

HyU»* 2 10 

Com and hay- tithes of Burway, Chapell, Whitbach, 

and Rye-Felton 400 

Com and hay-tithes of Clay-Felton, Assheforde/*^ 

Bromfield, and Cookeridge 6 13 4 

A portion of the corn-tithes of Stokesay^ ... 084 
Issue of lands in hand, appropriated to the hospice 

of the Priory 3 13 4 

Bent of a water-mill and Fishery in Bromfield . 2 3 4 
Perquisites of the local Court 16 8 



Total . £78 19 4^7 



BEOMFIELD CHUBCH AND PABISH. 

I know not whether the Priory-Church was distinct from the 
Parish-Church, but suppose that it was. The Parish of Bromfield 
was evidently one of Saxon origin, involving Ludford, and all the 
modem Parish of Ludford, also Halfox*d and its Parish, and we 
know not what more beside. 

Bishop Swinfield, in his Visitation of 1290, was at Bromfield on 
April 26. He received nothing in the name of Procuration from 
the Prior of Bromfield, whose peculiar privil^es exempted him from 
any such dues. Forage for the horses of the Bishop's Suite was 
however provided by the Prior cls a gift. Swinfield's other expense 
on this day were £\. 19*. S^rf., and he paid them himself.^ 

The Taxation of 1291 puts down the Church of Brompfield (in the 
Deanery of Ludlow) as the Prior's own, that is, the Prior was Rector. 
His income in that respect was £23. 6*. 8rf. Besides this the Parish 
Church fumished a Vicar's portion of less than £4., and a portion 
to the Prior of Wenlock of £1.8» 



» Sheet, Steventon, and Lower Ledwich, 
anciently in Bromfield FariBh, are now an- 
nexed to Ludford. 

^ SaUon beata MaruB de Hylly now 
Lady Halton. — 

V This Ashford wae in Bromfield 
Parish, and must, I think, have been near 
Bromfield. It was probably the Sfford 



named in Heniy IPs Charter. I cannot 
trace it in any modem locality. 

» Vide Supra, pp. 41, 42. 

^ Valor SeclesiagHcut, II, 422. 

* Household Soil (Camden Soc.), p- 
78. 

» Pope Nich. TaxaHon^ p. 166, b. The 
Portion of Wenlock was devoted to the 
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In the assessment of 1341 the Taxation of Bromfield Church is 
erroneously and unaccountably quoted as 26^ merks, i,e, £17. 13^. 4rf. 
The assessment of the Parish purporting to be grounded on this 
Taxation, exposes but does not correct the error. The Assessors 
rated the Parish at £9. to the Ninth of wheat, wool, and lamb, ad- 
ding that they had considered the non-cultivation of 4 carucates of 
land in the Parish ; also that the Glebe was worth £10., the hay* 
tithes worth £\., the small tithes, offerings, and profits £3.*^ Such 
an estimate was more probably founded on the real taxation of the 
Church (about £28. 6«. 8fl?.) than on the ostended one of £17. 13*. 4rf. 
The Value of the Rectory of Bromfield in 1534-5 has already 
been given in effect, or may be gathered from the account of the 
Prior^s Tithes. A Pension of £1. thereon was still payable to Wen- 
lock Priory. The Bishop of Hereford was now avowedly entitled to 
Procurations at his triennial visitation of this Church, — a cha^e 
averaging £1. 11«. Id. per annum. Also the Archdeacon of Salop 
had 68. Sd. annually for his Procurations. Further the Prior is said 
to pay an annual pension of £2. ISs. Ad. to the Perpetual Vicar of 
Bromfelde/or his table.^^ 

The Valuation of the Vicarage (then held by John Tylar) takes 
no notice of this last receipt, but states the Vicar's income from 
tithes to be £6. 10«. only ; — which sum was burdened by procura- 
tions of 6s. Srf., and Bishop's Visitation-fees at the rate of \78. 9rf. 
per annum ; — leaving the Vicar's net income as £5. 5*. 7d.^ 

EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

Sir Thomas de Bromfeud, Chaplain, was instituted to this 
Vicarage 12 Feb. 1285. Patrons, — the Abbot and Convent of Glou- 
cester. 

Sir Roger Phus (perhaps Philipps), instituted '20 August, 1369. 
Same Patrons. 

Sir Richard Martyn, Chaplain, instituted 31 May, 1384. Same 
Patrons. 

Sir William Lydum, late Vicar of Clifford, instituted 22 March, 
1386. Same Patrons. 

Sir Geoffrey Whyte, instituted 20 Oct. 1390. Same Patrons. 
On 10 Sept. 1395 this Vicar exchanges preferments with — 



Pittance of the Monks. A Portion in 
Stokesay Church was possessed by Wen- 
lock, and another by the Prior of Brom- 
field. 

V. 30 



^ Inquis. Nonarum, p. 188. 
<» Valor Ecclesiatticus, II, 422. 
« Valor Mcclenasticus, III, 202. 
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Thomas Etnowe^ late Rector of St. Michael of Estymllewyn 
(Landav. Dioc.) . He is called Sir Thomas Kenner on his resigna- 
tion in 1415. 

Little Bromfield alias Simon's Bromfield. Simon Gernun, 
whom I shall presently show attesting a Bromfield Charter of the 
twelfth Century^ was^ I think^ Lord of this place^ and Father of 
the person usually called Robert fitz Simon^ of whom I have fiirther 
particulars. — 

The King's Justices, in the Autumn of 1203, visited Shrews- 
bury, Worcester, Gloucester, and Oxford, in succession. At each 
place some steps were taken in a double suit wherein Elyas, Prior of 
Bromfield, and Robert fitz Simon were the Litigants. The Prior 
sued the Layman under a pka of fine levied, and under a plea of 
land. The particulars of the latter only are given. It was for half 
a hide of land in Bromfield which the Prior claimed to hold of the 
King in frank almoign as the right of his Church of Bromfield.^ 
The result at Oxford was that Robert fitz Simon put himself on a 
Grand Assize, which was to say who had the better right, he or the 
Prior. This caused an adjournment to the next Eyre in Shrop- 
shire.*' That was in November 1208, when Ralph de Ardem and 
his associates visited the County. Their general proceedings are 
not extant, but their Fines are. The recognition of Grand Assize 
above mentioned was thus terminated. — The Prior allowed the right 
of Robert fitz Simon (Tenant) to the said half hide ; — to hold to 
him and his heirs, of the capital Lord, He however and his heirs 
were to pay the Prior and his Successors one pound of frankincense 
yearly at the Nativity of the Virgin, in quittance of all claims oi 
the said Prior and his Successors. I should observe that the Capital 
Lord above alluded to was not the Prior, but evidently the Lord 
holding immediately over Robert fitz Simon, and so holding medi- 
ately between him and the Prior. Who this Mesne Lord was at the 
time, I cannot say, but we shall presently discover evidence that 
the subinfeudations so common at the time, had been introduced on 
these estates of the Church. Simon's Bromfield was so called, I 
presume, from Simon the father of Robert fitz Simon. 

In Hilary Term 1243 it was ordered by the Courts at Westmin- 
ster that the Sherifi" of Shropshire should summon a Jury and pro- 
ceed to make Perambulation between the lands of Robert de Wude- 



^ AasizeSy 5 John, membranes 4 dorao, 
6 recto, 3 dorso. The Son of Robert fitz 
Simon and William de Linghond (a Brom- 



field Monk) are mentioned as Attorneys 
for the parties. 
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Simon's bromfield. 219 

ton and Hngh de Bromfeud. This having been done^ it was farther 
ordered that the Perambulation should be embodied in a Chyrograph, 
and that the Litigants should attend to receive their counterparts of 
the said Chyrograph when the Justices in Eyre next visited Shrop- 
shire. The reason of the delay was because " there were many Lords 
in the VUls where the disputed lands lay^ and it would thus appear 
whether the said Lords were willing to sink {apponere) their claims 
or not/^ 

I suppose the main question here to have been one of boundary 
between Walton and Onibury on the one hand^ and Simon^s Brom- 
field on the other, but that there were contingent interests to be 
guarded. Hugh de Bromfield, of whom I iind no other mention, 
was I presume Lord of Simon's Bromfield, but how related to Ro- 
bert fitz Simon I cannot say. Probably he was a Gemon. 

Robert fitz Simon seems to have been represented in 1255 by one 
Walter Gemum, whom the Munslow Jurors reported to be then 
holding half a hide of land in Simon's-Bromfeud of Henry de 
Fraxino. Walter de Gernon did suit to Munslow Hundred, and 
paid the King 6d. annually for stretward and motfee,^ Thus we 
see that lands which, except by a nominal rent were alienated from 
the Church, lost their original privileges. Li this case the suit and 
service originally due at the Prior's Court at Bromfield were exacted 
elsewhere, and in other forms. In 1284 the representative of Wal- 
ter de Gernon in Bromfeld parva, as it is called, was William fitz 
Hugh. He held the vill for the eighth part of a knight's-fee under 
Hugh de Preyne (t. e. Fraxino), and Hugh held it under Emfred 
(i. e, Humphrey) de Bohun. Emfred de Bohun is further said to 
hold it of the King,*^ — so completely had the mesne-interest of Brom- 
field Priory been effaced. By Emfred de Bohun I presume we must 
understand the cotemporary Earl of Hereford. How the Bohuns 
obtained an interest here is another question. The family of Du 
Presne, or De Fraxino, held largely under the Bohuns elsewhere. 
It would seem that the Tenant of a small Manor or Vill, though he 
might succeed in getting rid of one Seigneural Lord, was by law, 
custom, or his own interest, obliged to adopt another, and in re- 
spect of that particular holding. Such a power or necessity is often 
alluded to in Domesday, but I have found no declared instance of 
its exercise in later records. But to continue. — William fitz Hugh, 
of Bromfield, was at the Assizes of 1292 one of the two Munslow 
Jurors who had to elect their fellows. In 1300 one Roger de Brom- 

** Sot Hundred. II, 70. | •** Kirbif*9 Quest. 
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r the same family, occurs as haring an interest in 
again in 1318-9 a Charter of Free ffarren, obtained 
'omfield, extended to lands both in Bromfield and 

alution of the Monasteries all distinction between 
er and Simon's Bromfield seems to have vanished, 
had somehow been regaijied by the Priory, but I do 
even its aituation can now be traced. 
ON, now LiTTtE IIalton.— The following Deed ei- 
Lord of Ilaltow, not I think holding und^ the Prior 
ut in some other way of which we have no evidence, 
f Radulf dc Halenctune, with the assent of his heire, 
Ills' health of himself, his ancestors and soccessors, 
mo^/H to the Church of St. Mary of Bromfetde, and 
i Monks thereof, all his share in the Moor of Wuln- 
liat part which lies between the old foes and the bank 
Nemedg). He also concedes full power of assarlitig 
nesses, — Robert de Cuweme, Simon Gcmun, "Walter 
ry Mile, Pagan de Acley, Gregory Priest {Sacerdote) , 

can only judge from its writing to have passed at 
twelfth Century. 

1210 a second Ralph de Halton seems, from what 1 
J under Wofierton, to have succeeded to the estates 

Iton was Lord of this Vill as well as of Oakley in 
ition seems to have been like that of his neighbour at 
;eld. He was to all appearance independent of the 
feudal obligations he was under instead, mnst be 
he sequel. 

■ 1221 a suitof morf tfanceatre which William Ger- 
t Adam de Halcgton for a half virgate in Halegtou, 
ne. — William renounced his claim, and Adam in re- 
conceded to \A'il]iam 16 acres of the premises,** to 
the Grantor, at a rent of 20d. in lieu of all, except 

8.** 

r of Adam de Halton was a second Robert de Halton, 

!(!w. IT, Mo. 62. I nrA, «id on Sckrlcfarlvng, uid mm A«- 

. F. Dult«8, Ki«i, (in gnlret, VJeboI-WodaiMetkh, Bud SmJer- 

uated in CJutntemore- I ■" Peilei tXmimn. 6 Hen. Ill, Salop. 
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who occurs about 1230^ and in 1246 was amerced 40d. for failing in 
some suit or attendance {quia non venit). Soon afterwards Robert 
de Halton enfeoffed his son Simon, both in West Halton and in 
Oakley. In 1254 I find Simon de Haleweton fining 20^. for some 
Writ. In 1255 Simon de Alton appears as a Juror on the Inquest 
of Munslow Hundred, and, as Simon de Halton, is said to hold West 
Halhton of Robert his Father. The tenure was half a hide of land. 
Simon did suit to Munslow Hundred, and paid the King 6d. an- 
nually for stretward and motfee,^^ 

At the AjBsizes of January 1256, Simon de Alton was again a 
Munslow Juror. At these Assizes Margery, apparently Simon's 
Sister, but only called daughter of Robert de Halton, sued Robert 
de Halton (I suppose her own father) for disseizing her of a tene- 
ment in Halton, viz. 15 acres and a curtilage. Her suit failed, but 
she being under age, her amercement was excused.^^ 

Six months later and Robert de Halton was dead ; for on July 26, 
1256, a Patent orders trial of a suit of mort d'ancestre which Ste- 
phen Drak had against Simon de Halucton and Johanna widow of 
Robert de Halucton, for half a knighfs-fee in Halucton. 

In August 1257 I find Robert Dovill and his wife suing Simon 
de Haluton for disseizing them of a tenement in Haluton. In the 
same year Simon de Hal^hton was one of twelve Jurors who fined 
40*. in atonement of some trespass or wrong, done by themselves. 
In 1259 Simon de Haltod was on the Inquest held on decease of 
William de Stuteville. At the Assizes of 1272 Simon de Hakinton, 
as he is called, was one of the two who chose their fellow Jurors for 
Munslow Hundred. 

The Feodary of 1284 gives Simon de Halaton as holding the 
vills of Halaton and Okeleye for half a knight's-fee of Edmund de 
Mortimer, who held them of the King.^^ How Mortimer of Wig- 
more obtained ingress here is much the same question as De Bohun^s 
ingress in Simon's-Bromfield. 

The following notices relate probably to Halton^s Undertenants 
here. — In 1255 Hugh de Halton was a Defaulter in attendance at 
the Munslow Inquest.^^ 

In Michaelmas Term 1269, Nicholas Orm is suing William de 
Corfton for a moiety of 24 acres in Halcton. Also William fitz 
Richard is suing Richard de la Chapele for a moiety of 2 acres in 

« Rot. Hundred. II, 70. I " Kirhf/'t Quest. 

^ AetUeSy 40 Hen. Ill, m. 2 dorw. \ ^ Rot. Hundred. II, 70. 



172 Henry bod of Ralph le Peator and 
18. asuitof fnor/ tPancettre wbichihej 
of Ludlow, for a moiety of 6 acres in 

tc^etfaer with Agnes daughter of 
ICC for two merlcB, their claim against 
n Overton." Their renunciation was 
heirs of Alice and Agnes, — probabiy 

it was this place which, under the 
id hj the following Fines, bat under 
3t say. 

de Rigate, Deforciant, surrenders a 

acre of meadow, and 4 acres of Box 
:o William de la Hulle and Alice his 
rentioD. The Plaintifis pay £20. and 
lises under the Lords of the Fee. In 
iorsned and Constancia his wife, and 

wife, for themselves and the heirs of 
cede to the same William and Alice, 
lull for 100»,, — whereof was Plea of 

d Oakley, as I have already intimated 
tenure of the two is distinguished in 
255, merely by Acley being stated to 
ad consequently to pay Ad, for Stret- 
i by Simon de Halton under his father 
do auil to Munslow Hundred, are the 

of Oakley chiefly concerns Halton's 
' these. Pagan de Acley, has occurred 

from, Hulle near Surford. The ooind- 
lop. doDCoofhu hsTing property in two pluei 
Tor- of the omo Quue, ku perlutps llie reasp" 
)ba^ irbj those piacM u« dutinguisluxl in too 
■ at Fioea, u " Hulle near BTomSeid," mi 

"Uulle nijiir Hjntes" (Vide eupm, Vol 
r. I, IT, p. 345). The aocond of the FioM. 

quoted above in the text, nurka no tuch 
hoe distinction, and coosequently there ma} be 
pur- a qucetioD h» to whidi Hulls wu the plK* 
mme I'oacumed. 
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above, attesting a Deed, I think of the twelfth Centnry. The same 
or another Pagan de Ade sued Adam de Halton in 1221 for dis- 
seizing him of common-pasture in Acle. He was non-suited, and 
Roger de Buterley stood Surety for his amercement.^* 

In 1228 Pagan de Acle fines for license to accord some law-suit. 
His successor seems to have been Adam de Oakley, who was de- 
ceased before May 1259, when Richard son of Adam de Oclee, 
takes out a Writ of mort d'ancestre against Simon de Halton for a 
tenement in Oclee.^^ The result is not recorded, but we find the 
same Richard fitz Adam taking out similar Writs in November 
1259, and February 1261.^8 

Again in Easter Term 1260, Geva, widow of Adam de Okeley, 
sues Simon de Halton for her dower, viz. a third of a messuage and 
7 acres in Okeley. Simon pleaded that the deceased was his Vil- 
lainy but the Jury found him to have been a Free Tenant. So Geva 
recovered her dower.*^' 

BuRWAY. — In 1194 Richard de Patesbi had a suit with Robert 
the Prior and the Convent of Brunfeld for a virgate in Burgeia. In 
the Curia Regis he acknowledged the said virgate to be the pure 
and free almoign of the Church of St. Mary ; for which quit-claim 
the Prior undertook to pay the said Richard an annuity of 4 merks 
for life, but on his death the Prior was to have the premises quit of 
all obligation. 

The Prior of Bromfield took the unusual precaution of having this 
Quit-claim recorded on the Great Roll; for which privilege he paid 
1 merk to the Crown. At the foot of the Shropshire Pipe-Roll of 
the sixth year of Richard I, the Memorandimi is still to be seen. 

Possibly Henry Mile, who, sooner or later than this, attests the 
Deed given under West Halton, was a Tenant in Burway. Again 
Henry Mile of Ludlow, a Juror for Munslow Hundred at the In- 
quest of 1255, and the Assizes of 1256, was so, I think, in respect 
of a feofiment in Burway, but under whom he held I cannot say. 
In November 1258 John le Mercer, Plaintiff, quit-claims by Fine, 
and for 40s., a suit which he had against Henry Mile, Tenant of 
half a virgate and 9 acres in Borwey Halhton.*^ 

Halford.®^ — Of Halford and Dinchope, as an estate held by the 



" Aasizesy 6 Hen. m, memb. 5. — ^At 
these Assizes Hawise de Acle, wife of Wil- 
liam the Porter of Bromfield, was found 
to have been mm-derod by Philip de Venur. 

*7 • « Patent, 43, 44, and 46 Hen. Ill, 



dorsU. 

» PlacUa, Pasch. Term, 44 Hen. ITT, 
m. 1. 

» Pedes Fimum, 43 Hen. TIT, Salop. 

*^ I am by no means sure that it is right 
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Priors of Bromfield in demesne^ I have already said all that can be 
expected to transpire as to lands so occupied. The estate however 
was comparatively distant from the Parish Church of Bromfield^ and 
so Halford had its — 

Chapel^ dependent indeed on Bromfield Churchy but which at- 
tests to this day its own antiquity. No written Record corroborates 
this more interesting testimony, and all that I can learn of Halford 
Chapel previous to the Dissolution is that in 1534-5 its Chaplain 
was receiving a pension of £2. per amrnm^ for his services there^ at 
the hands of the Prior of Bromfield.®^ 

END OF CULVE8TAN HUNDRED, 



TABLE OF A DETACHMENT OF THE DOMESDAY HUKDRED OF CUTESTORNES, 

HEREFORDSHIRE. 



Bomeedaj 
Name. 



Castel-" 
lum ^ 
Aupe- I 
tone . .J 
Caatel- 
laria 
de Au- 
retone . 

Lude- ") 
forde . ) 



Lude . . 



Saxon Owner, 
T. R. E. 



Ricardus . 
(Scrape?) 



Saisi . . 



Domesday 

Tenant in 

Capiie. 



nus 1 
filius I 
RicardiJ 

"Rober-^ 

* tus > 

^G^emonJ 

Osber- " 

nus 
"^ fUius 

Ricardi 
rOsber- '' 

nus 

filiuB 
^Ricardi^ 



Domesday 

Mesne, or 

next Tenimt. 



Domesday 
Sub-Tenants. 



23 HomineB 



RogeriuB 
de Laci 



klB ) 

i-i 



Domesday 
Hidage. 



Preposi 
tus et 
Fabep 



;■] 



5i hides 



1 hide 



Domesday 
Keferenoe. 



2 hides 



fo. 186, b. 2. 



185, a. 2. 



186, b. 2. 



186, b. 2. 



Modem 
Hundred. 




Salop . . . J 
fWolfy, 1 
^ Heref. 1 

Munslow, I 
^Salop . . J 

Wolfy, Heref. 



f Munslow, ) 



^ Salop 



ModeTn 
Nanke. 



t Castle. 

rWooffer- 
tonand 
ftU mem- 

' bers* of 
Richard's 

Ifudford. 



Ludlow. 



thus to classify Halford and Dinchope as 
constituents of the 20 hides which formed 
the Domesday Manor of Bromfield. The 
question is one which, notwithstanding 
the dearth of evidence on either side, must 
probably recur again ; for if Halford and 
Dinchope were not members of theDofli^*- 



daif Bromfield they must be reconsidered 
under another Hundred than that of Cul- 
vestan. 

o Valor Ecclesi(uticw,Tly4S&. 

* E. O. Ashford Bowdler, Overton, 
Batchcott, Moor, etc. (ut infira). 
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The above Table indicates but one part of an undoubted fact, 
viz. that the Domesday boundaries between Herefordshire and 
Shropshire have been to a great extent altered. Shropshire, at the 
time of Domesday y contained several Manors which are now in 
Herefordshire ; — but of that elsewhere. Conversely, we see from 
the above Table that parts of a district which Domesday places in 
the Herefordshire Hundred of Cutestornes are now in Shropshire. 

It is the latter district which I now propose to survey according 
to the plan indicated by the said Table. I should observe however 
that though Ludford appears on the Table, it is not thereby sug- 
gested that Ludford has ever been bicluded in Shropshire. Men- 
tion of the place was necessary to a synoptical view of the subject 
before us, and must frequently occur in connection with the de- 
tails on which I now propose to enter. 



3SlttJarti*«=Ca«tU, formerly ^utetone. 



The Castle, thus named from Richard Scrupe its Founder, was 
in Herefordshire, where also the Vill of Richard's Castle still re- 
mains. But the greater part of the territory once attached to this 
Castle, is now in Shropshire, and to introduce any intelligible 
notice thereof I must first say something of the whole Lordship. 
It is thus noticed in two passages of the Domesday Survey. — After 
Ludeforde (held by Osbern fitz Richard and placed in Cutestornes 
Hundred) the Record says, — "The same Osbern has xxiii men in 
Castle-Auretone, and they pay (him) \0s. This Castle is worth to 
him 20«. {per annum). '^^ T suppose some little territory was annexed 
to the Castle at the time, and the garrison fermed half thereof 

Another passage of the Herefordshire Domesday gives as '^the land 
of Robert Gemon, Larpol, in Ulfei Hundred.^* Robert Gemon 

1 Domesday, fo. 186, b, 2. 

V. 31 
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held it of the King. Richard Scrupe had held it in Saxon times. 
It was III hides. (The later name of this place is Yarpole.) Then 
follows, under Cuteatom Hundred, this entry, — " The same Robert 
(Gernon) holds five and a half hides in the Chatellany {caxteilaria) 
of Aurctonc. Richard held it (in Saxon times). This land is not 
geldable. In demesne there are v ox-teams, and there are xxxiiii 
Villains, vi Boors and a Smith, with xv ox-teams among them all, 
and they pay 20s. (^er annum). Here are i Serfs and a Mill ren- 
dering four mcasurep (modios) of com (annonie) and xv sticks of 
Belt. The valne in time of King Edward, and since, and now, was 
and is £7.'"^ 

It is clear to me that the Richard here mentioned as owner of 
the Chatellany in Saxon times was Richard Scrupe. Of Robert 
Gernon all tliat I have further to say is that he held of the King 
] 3 Manors io Hertfordshire, 9 in Cambridgeshire, 3 in Middlesex, 
and 1 in Buckinghamshire, but that after Dmnesday we never hear 
of him in connection with Herefordshire. It is difficult to account 
for his tenure of Larpole and the Chatellany of Auretone, because, 
at the period of Domesday, Osbem, the son and heir of Richard 
Scrupe, was under no forfeiture, but generally stood in succession to 
his Father's Manors. Certain however it is that both Yarpole and 
the Chatellany of Auretone returned to Osbern fitz Richard or his 
heirs, and that the name of their original owner was revived. The 
whole district was in fact called The Honour of Richard's Castle, a 
term which must be taken to include whatever land was attached to 
the Castle itself at Domesday and already in the hands of Osbem fitz 
Richard or his men. 

The next account which I have of this district speaks only of the 
Herefordshire part thereof. That, in 1243, was reputed to be three 
hides. John Esturmi, Richard de Kinardesley, and Jordan de Ludc- 
ford, were enfeoffed therein, their services being a half, a fourth, and 
a fourth, of a Knight's-fee respectively.'^ These fcoflments had been 
granted by Robert de Mortimer, and therefore before 1220. 

I now turn to the Shropshire constituent of the Honour of Ri- 
chard's Castle. This, in 1255, contained five hides, four of which were 
then in the hands of seven distinct Feoffees. The fifth hide, Wol- 
lerton, was held by Sir William de Stutevill, in demesne. The five 

' Homeiday, fo. 18.1, n, 2 . I of (he Honour of Richard'g Cartlo;— hul 

' Tetla dp Nerill, pp. 66-B8. Jordan Ludford u not indudod in the three hiiUs 

de Ludeford also beld Ludeford (a hide) n"ti<\'d in tho tcit. 

under Iclicnonl dc Aiinieru)(gii, vho lield ' 
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hides collectively were called the Franchalimot of Wollerton, 
" William de Stutevill," said the Jurors of Munslow Hundred, en- 
joyed a Franchise here which dated further back than any man^s 
memory, but his warranty the Jurors knew not. He did Suit to 
neither County or Hundred, but of the ground of his exemption they 
were equally ignorant.* Connecting this with what Domesday had 
said about 5^ hides in the Chatellany of Auretone not being geldable, 
the coincidence is striking, and perhaps we are informed why the 
Domesday notice of Osbern fitz Kichard's interest in the residue was 
so meagre. Some prescriptive independence may have preserved 
the full details fipom the scrutiny of the Commissioners. At the 
Assizes of 1292 the Munslow Jurors reported that Hugh son and 
heir of Robert de Mortimer, being then a Minor and in Custody of 
the Earl of Warwick, (AAxmeA. free-warren in W^olferton. 

I now proceed to give account of the several Vills or Estates which 
formed the Shropshire part of the Honour of Richard's Castle. — 

WooLVERTON, WoLLERTON, or WooFFBRTON, already mentioned, 
retains something of its ancient status ; for though in the Shrop- 
shire Hundred of Munslow, it is in the Herefordshire Parish of 
Richard's Castle. 

A Feodary of the Honour of Richard's Castle, drawn up about 
1210 gives Ralph de Halictone as holding one-twentieth of a fee 
thereof.^ This was in Woolverton ; for a later Feodary (about 1230) 
gives Robert de Halton as holding the same twentieth in Wolfer- 
ton,^ Also at the latter period Pagan Carbonel held another part 
of Wolverton by one fourth part of a fee. 

De Halton's Feofl&nent here seems afterwards to have reverted 
to the Seignoral Lord, but Carbonel's continued ; so that, from the 
Hundred- Roll of 1255, we must not conclude that all Woolerton 
was in the demesne of William de StuteviUe. The Feodary of 1284 
gives William Carbonel as holding i fee of Robert de Mortimer in 
the Vill of Wolferton, which Vill Mortimer held in capite for a 
whole Pee.^ And again, on Robert de Mortimer's death in 1287, 
William Carbonel held a carucate in Wulferton, of 10s, annual 
value, for one-fourth of a Knight's-Fee.® So also in 1304 an In- 
quest states William Carbonel's chief-rent for Wulfreton to be 12d. 
and Ranulph Carbonel's Irf.,* and another Inquest, in 1308, makes 
William Carbonell Tenant of J fee in Wolferton.^® Those whom I 



* Sot. Hundred. II, 69. 

* • • Liher Suber, cxxxviij , cxlv . The Hal- 
tonB haye occurred already (aupra, p. 220). 

7 kirhy'n Quest. 



^ Inquisitions^ 15 Edw. I, No. 15, m. 
4 dorso. 

» Inquisitions, 32 Edw. I, No. 48. 
'» Inquisitions, 1 Edw. II, No. 50 
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)f were probably Corbonel'a Undkk-timants 

[221 Edith, as daughter and heir of Bobert de 
in Carbonell for a virgate in Wolfreton mtder 
e. The Defendant got j udgment on the gronnds 
it of the whole premises, — having enfeoffed two 
igan de Wulfreton and Bjdph Goldsmith (Au- 
-es thereof." By a subsequent Fine he con- 
ic virgate to the Plaintiff, — to hold in Fee, for 
I Messuage and remaining third were to con- 
e another messuage in the viO, in lieu of the 
covered by the reserved rent. It appeara that 
i occurring, sold a mess'uage and noke in Wol- 
. Roeae, which Richard, his first wife Matilda 
ricd at the time of this purchase to a second 
8 jointly enfeoffed, by the Charter of theVen- 
, daughter Sibil, who became wife of Adam 
I, together with one William le Tayllur, -were 
in 1256. Then Richard de Brumfeud, as son 
fitz Roese, sued these Tenants under writ of 
it was shown that he was son of Richard fitz 
fe Matilda, whose issue had no place in the 
'.t is difficult to see why so clear a case should 
ind Sibil Berde to fine half a merk pro Heen- 
o concede half the premises to Richard son of 
(as he is called in the Fine) at a penny rent." 
) John sou of Ralph de Huntington, sues John 
gate in Wlfreton, but the case was adjourned 

lelmas Term 1292 John de Horsened and Coo- 
a messuage and 7 acres in Wulfertou to Ranulf 
Of the Grantors in this Fine we have heard 
Iton." 

ASIIFOBD BOWDLER. 
icbard's Castle got its distinctive name from 
Boulers, or Budlcrs, which held it in fee. The 
hi ch perhaps was an off-shoot from that of the 

1. 4 dorio. I " Attixea, 40 lien. Ill, m. 14 dono. 

nemb. 1!. I " i^upra, p. 222. 
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ancient Lords of Montgomery) is Roger de Bouler, who at the As- 
sizes of 1203 was Surety for one G-ilbert de Gerevill^ who was am- 
erced half a merk for disseizing William Harang and Alice his wife 
of a tenement in Efford (Ashford) .^^ By a Fine levied in November 
1221 William fitz Roger relinquishes the suit of mort d'ancestre 
which he had against WiUiam Hanng and Alice his wife^ as Tenants 
of a virgate in Eschford. The premises are to remain to the .heirs 
of Alice. For this Quit^claim the Becognizor received 28«. The 
Meme^Lord of Ashford at this time^ or rather later^ was Henry de 
Boulers^ whom the oft-quoted Feodary of about 1230 gives as hold- 
ing Esford by one-fourth of a Enight^s-Fee of the Honour of Ri- 
chard^s Castle. The Feodary of 1240 ascribes the same tenure to 
Henry de Bodleya}^ Again in 1255 Henry de Budlers is stated to 
hold I hide in Asford Bullers of the same Honour .^^ At the Assizes 
of 1272 Robert de Boudlers was sued in vain by John le Fevere and 
others^ who^ holding tenements in Asford Carbonell^ pretended to a 
right of common in Asford Boudlers.^^ Previous to these Assizes, 
but in the same year^ Peter de Grete had taken out two writs^ one 
against Robert de Boilers for disseizin in Esford Boilers and Wlfer- 
ton, the other against the same Robert de Bulers and Emma his 
wife for disseizin in Asford. The case actually tried at the Assizes 
was for a messuage and 16 acres in Asheford Boulers and Wolferton. 
The Deiendants^ only plea was that five of the said acres were in 
Overton. They lost the cause.^* In 1284 we have Robert de Boulers 
holding the vUl of Asford for ^ fee of Robert de Mortimer; and 
the same statement is repeated on the death of Mortimer in 1287, 
only that the tenure is styled a Manor^ and extended as of £4. an- 
nual value.^ A Richard's-Castle Feodary^ taken in April 1308, 
makes John de Boudlers Tenant of a ^ fee in Asford Budlers.^ 

OVERTON. 

I must speak of this member of the Franchalimot of WoUerton 
under two heads^ for it was divided as to tenure. The first Tene- 
ment I will call the — 

Hubaud's Fee. — It is sometimes said to be in Overton, some- 
times in Hulle, a place apparently near to Overton, but now lost. 



" Attizea, 5 John, m. 6. 

»« Ttuia de Nemli, p. 46. 

»7 Jtot. Hundred, II, 69. 

*' Asnzes, 66 Hen. Ill, m. 3 dorso, 

» AuUes, 66 Hen. Ill, m. 7. 
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bert de Boulen was foreman of the Juiy 
on this Inqueet. 

^ Inquintiont, 1 Edw. II, No. 69. 
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escribed aa in Overton and Hulle. The Hubolds 
very ancient Feoffees of the Xjords of Richard'a 
the years 1163 and 1173 I find that Hugh Hubald 
of Stratton under Osbem fitz Hugh, his service 
foot-soldier to serve eight days in the year on the 
9 under that Baron.*' Where this Stratton was, 
I to say, but this same Hugh Hubald was also Os- 
Tenant of Ipsley, in Warwickshire, being probably 
ae Hugh, who held that Manor under Osbem fitz 
iday, and whose presumed descendants remained 
I time.^ Henry Hubaud occurs in two Ipsley Pines, 
99-1200), and 5 John (1203-^). Dugdale thinks 
a 13 John (1211-2), but was eventually succeeded 
Y, his son. If so, the latter is he whom a Ri- 
ydary (of about 1230) represent* as holding half a 
^erton and Hulle." In October 1227 Walter fitz 
a vii^te in Hovertun under writ of mort d'an- 
his right to Henry Hubaud, Tenant thereof, for 
rt^ alter fitz Odo we have already heard under Ash- 
iry Huboutfa was holding a knight* s-fee at Ipsley, 
in 1236 ;*• and Henry Hubaut was holding half a 
Shropshire, in 1240," both of the Barony of Ri- 
^gain in 1252 one Henry Hubald was Lord of 
Hundred-Boll of 1255 gives Henry Hubaud as 
in Overton and Hulle.*® Dugdale shows Henry 
ellion in 1265-6, and as suffering forfeiture of his 
ates. A Charter of King Henry III, dated Jan- 
ants the estates of several Shropshire Rebels to 
Loger de Mortimer of Wigmore. Among others 
owed ; but the owner deprived thereof is said to be 
nry) Hubaud.** If this is correct, WiUiam was 
ant to Henry, at Hulle, and shared in his rebellion, 
rther facta about Henry Hubaud, who, he says, 
(1286-7). Our Shropshire Feodory of 1284 gives 
s holding the vill of Hulle, and half the vili of 
I knight's-fee under Robert de Mortimer, On the 
le Mortimer, the Shropshire Inquest (taken Au- 

1, 60, A. 45. I ■ PeiUt JVnium, 11 Hen. HI, Salitp. 

ichtUrt (Tliomu), "-" Tetta de ymtl, pp. Si, 4&. 

» Sol. Emdred. IF, p. 69, 
tilv. I ^ nfirr Niger du Wigmore, fo. 37, a. 
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gust 13, 1287) gives Laurence de Ludlow as holding the vill of Over- 
ton for half a knight's-fee in free socage of the said Baron/^ but 
the Warwickshire Inquest gives Henry Hubaud as holding the 
Manor of Ippeston for half a knight' s-fee, also of the said Baron. 
In August 1290 however, a Jury of Knights, assembled at Kidder- 
minster, declared that Henry Hubaud (then deceased) had not held 
Ippele of Robert de Mortimer^s heir, but under John de Hastings,^^ 
who in fact was Meme-Lord. The King probably lost the wardship 
of Henry Hubaud's heir by this Verdict, but I need not pursue a 
subject which at this point ceases to be connected with Shropshire. 

Overtones Fee. — The other part of Overton was a fourth part of 
a Knight's-fee held by Robert de Overtone in or about 1210,^^ and 
by the same in or about 1230,^^ and in 1240.^^ In 1255 this tene- 
ment was stated to be three parts of a hide^ and Richard de Overton 
was Tenant.^^ This Richard was a Juror on the Inquest of 1259, 
after the death of William de Stutevill. At the Assizes of 1267 
Richard son of Richard de Overton sued Henry fitz Philip and 
Nesta his wife for disseizing him of a messuage and four acres in 
Overton, but it was shown that the whole matter had already been 
sifted in the Court of Sir Hugh de Mortimer (the Suzerain) ; and 
so the Defendants had judgment in their favour.^ The Inquisition 
of 1287 gives John de Overton as Tenant of the viU of Overton 
under Robert de Mortimer, deceased, — by \ fee. The tenement 
was valued at 40*. per annum?^ So too an Inquest of April 1308 
gives John de Overton as holding \ fee in Overton in that part of 
the Richard's Castle Barony which had been allotted to Thomas de 
Bikenore and Johanna his wife.^* 

Of Undertenants in Overton I notice that in Michaelmas Term 
1232 Pama widow of Hugh de Overton sued Robert de Overton 
for dower, — viz. a third of 32 acres. Robert asserted Hugh to have 
been his Villain, and so the cause was referred back to a local Jury.^^ 
In Michaelmas Term 1 250 Agnes fitz William sues Rese de Over- 
ton and Agnes his wife for 66 acres in Overton. Rese not appear- 



» Inquisitions, 15 Edw. I, No. 15.— The 
Duplicate Inquisition (marked 2 Edw. I, 
No. 58) omits this Tenure altogether. 

»i Inquisitions, 18 Edw. I, No. 35.— 
Dugdale tells us that John de Hubau'd was 
a Minor at his Father's death (in 1286-7), 
and still a Minor in 12 Edw. II (1318-9), 
which shows that his account of this de- 
scent is not to be implicitly relied on. 



® lAher Ruber, fos. cxxxyiii, cxlv; 
Testa de Nemll, p. 46. 
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^ Assizes, 51 Hen. Ill, memb. 5. 

^ Inquisitions, 15 Edw. I, No. 15. 

3« Inquisitions, 1 Edw. II, No. 59. 

37 Placita, Mich. Term, 17 Hen. Ill, 
m. 16. 
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ing, the land waa seized into the King's hand til) an adjonmetl day.^ 
At the Assizes of 1256 it appears that Rese de Overton and Agnes 
his wife being Tenants in vUlainaffe under Henry Hnband, had given 
15i acres in Overton to Agnes fitz Richard de Overton, whom 
Henry Hubaud now sued for the same. Agne« asserted that she 
obtained the premises as heir of her Mother Juliana, but the Juit 
found otherwi»e.™ On Nov. 18, 1290, a Pine was levied between 
John de Bradeford (Plaintiff), and Gilbert le Corvisnr and Agnes 
his wife (Impedients) , of 9 acres in Ludford (Herefordshire), and a 
messnage and 4 acres in Overton juxta Richard's Castle (Salop). 
Gilbert and Agnea recognized the Plaintiff's right as by their own 
gift, and they and the heirs of Agnes would warrant the same.*" 

Batchcott. — I know nothing more of this member of the Fran- 
chalimotof Wbllerton than that in 1255 it was held by Geoffrey Leky 
and William de la Hulle under William de Stutevill, With two 
other vills now to be mentioned, it formed a hide of land.*' 

Mora, one of these vilU, is now represented by Moor Park. 
William de Bachecot held it in 1255.*i 

Whitebeoc, the other of these vUlt, 1 cannot now trace. At 
the Assizes of 1221 Ralph fitz Roger sued the Master of the Hos- 
pital of Richard's Castle for an acre in Wydibroc of which his Fa- 
ther had died seized. The Master produced Ralph's own Charter 
granting him the land, since his Father's death. But Ralph, it was 
proved, was under age, both when the charter was drawn up, and 
now. So the Court ordered the Charter to be destroyed (carta 
firangatur) and the Prior (read Master) was in misericordid.*^ In 
1255, Walter Hakdutel was William de Stutevill's Tenant of 
Whitebrbc.** At the Assizes of 1256, the Jurors of Munslow Hun- 
dred reported Walter Hakelutel as non-attendant on the proper day. 
At the Assizes of 1272 David de la Grene and Amelina his wife 
withdrew a suit of mori d'ancestre which they had against Walter 
Hachletel about a messuage and 3 acres in Wythebrok.** The same 
David and Amelina gave half a merk for hcense to accord with 
Giles Hachletel about half a virgate (except a messuage and 3 acres) 
in Withebrok. Their Pine, which is preserved, purports to be the 
conclusion of a suit of nutrt d'ancestre. David and Amelina, the 
Demandants, renounce their claim to Giles Hakelitel for 40*. 

" Plaeita, Mich. Tarm, 34 and S6 Hen. ] " Sot. ffundred. II, 69. 

ni, m. 18 dorio. i « Axtizet, 6 Hon. Ill, m, 4. 

» Atiiit^t, 40 Hen. Ill, m. S dono. *» Sot. Hundred. II, 69. 

* FSm> Divert. ComitiU. 18 Edw. I, " Anile/, 66 Ilpn. Ill, mrrob. 8. 

Hereford^ ^ Sai&p. I 
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TuRvoRD. — I cannot trace the Vill which bore this name^ but T 
think it must have been in the Shropshire part of the Manor of 
Bichard's Castle, that is, in the Franchalimot of WoUerton, Some 
early Lord of Richard's Castle seems to have given this ViU to the 
Templars, and they to have transferred it to the Hospitallers of 
Dinmore. 

At the Assizes of October 1227, David and John de Turford (ap- 
parently Tenants here), were amerced half a merk for not producing 
one for whom they were Sureties. The SheriflF of Shropshire re- 
ceived the amercement, but handed it over to the Knights Templars, 
by reason of their Franchiae under Royal Charter.^ 

The Munslow Jurors at the Inquest of 1255, after enumerating 
the several VUls of the Franchalimot of fVoUerton, pass to the ham- 
let of Turford which they said was held by the Hospitallers of Dune- 
mor " by grant of the ancient Lords of Richard's Castle/' The 
place contained 2^ virgates and did no suit either to County or 
Hundred.^ This tenure had existed from a period anterior to all 
memory (a tempore unde iiemo recolit),^ which accounts for these 
Jurors representing the Hospitallers as the original Grantees. 
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A REFERENCE to thc Map will show that a series of Domesday 
Manors, already identified and described, did, with their members, 
form an irr^ular but continuous circle round the site of the Town 
of Ludlow. Bromfield, Stanton Lacy, Middleton-Higford, Henley, 
Lower Ledwich, Sheet, Steventon, and Ludford are the Manors to 
which I allude. And now comes the question, — Where is Ludlow 
itself 7 — ^Ludlow, a place whose very name bespeaks antiquity, whose 
very stones tell of an existence almost if not quite as early as Domes- 
day, — where is Ludlow in that Record ? Are we to conclude that 
architectural features are no tests of antiquity, and that Legends are 
wholly &lse, or are we to adopt the still more startling alternative 
that Domesday is an imperfect, an incomprehensive Record ? I be- 



« Rot. Fip. 12 Hen. HI, Salop, The 
Q^mplan, it Beems, were entitled to all 
ameroementB inflioted on their Tenants in 
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I j I lieye that we may arrive at the truth without any such violent oob- 



clusioiiB. 



' ' The Chronicle of the Ktz Warins, says of Earl Boger de Bele- 

healme (meaning Earl Boger de Montgomery) that ^' he comxnenced 
a Castle at Bni^e^ and another Castle he commenced at Dynan ; 
but he finished them not/^^ By Dynan the Writer means Lmdlow^ 
though he uses the name Dynan anachronously^ that is twenty or 
thirty years before any cause of its being so named can have arisen. 
Now if Earl Boger de Montgomery commenced Ludlow Castle^ 
it was commenced within eight years of Domesday ^ that is between 
1086, when Domesday does not mention it, and 1094, when the Earl 
died or was dead. This date for the foundation of Ludlow Castle 
is exceedingly probable on many grounds -, but on the ground given, 
viz. that the foundation was the work of Earl Boger, it cannot be 
maintained. Earl Boger was not the Founder of Ludlow Castle, 
and the assertion of the Fitz-Warin Chronide that he was, thongh 
it has obtained implicit credence from the twelfth to the nineteenth 
century, is the chief reason why the probaUe truth of the matter 
has been uninvestigated. We may reject the assertion of the Fitz- 
Warin Chronicle on two specific grounds : first, the context of the 
Chronicle itself, next, the contradiction which it gives to the better 
I evidence of Domesday. Earl Boger is said, in the context, to have 

J . " begun but not to have finished a Castle at Brugge." K by Brugge 

is meant Bridgnorth, — and that is most likely to be the Writer's 
meaning, — we can prove that Earl Boger commenced no Castle there; 
if Quatford be meant, we know that whatever of Castle or fortified 
\ I mansion he commenced there, he also finished. 

' The evidence which Domesday furnishes in contradiction to the 

Fitz-Warin Chronicle is constructive, but complete. Earl Boger 

i had no territory in Shropshire which can correspond in name or 

It circumstances with Ludlow or Dynan. In Herefordshire he had 

( ' f nothing at all. Of the Shropshire and Herefordshire Manors which 

\ have been mentioned above, as encircling the site oi Ludlow, Earl 

, Boger had not one in demesne. He had the Seigneury of only three, 

and those insignificant. They were Middleton, Henley, and Ste- 
\ venton ; and all three remained in the succession of their Domesday 

Lords, that is, were never resumed into the Palatine demesne. Earl 
Boger therefore did not found Ludlow Castle for two reasons ; — 
first, because the only authority which says that he did, is not to be 

1 EUtory of FuUe Fitz WaHne (Warton Club, 1856), p. 8. 
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believed in the matter ; secondly, because he had not an acre of land 
whereon to found it. 

And now, having no direct statement as to this foundation ex- 
cept a false one, we must needs go to probabilities for a solution of 
the question — Who founded Ludlow Castle? The argument con- 
structed from Domesday is this. — The Lords of the surrounding 
lands were, the Canons of Bromfield, Helgot, William Pantulf, 
Rainald the SherijST, Osbem fitz Richard, Ralph de Mortimer, and 
Roger de Lacy. The Canons are out of the question, as Castle- 
Founders; — ^the three next had very inconsiderable interests in this 
quarter; — Osbem fitz Richard had a Castle near at hand already; 
— Mortimer had one not far off^ at Wigmore. Roger de Lacy then 
remains as on this ground likely to have founded Ludlow Castle. 
Add that he had no other Castle in Shropshire, that Ludlow was 
environed on the North-west by his enormous Manor of Stanton, 
that his interest in the adjoining Hundred of Culvestan was equalled 
by no other, and the probability is increased. Add that Ludlow 
appears in course of time as the recognized inheritance of Roger de 
Lacy^s successors, and the probability is still stronger. 

Now let us turn again to facts, and see if we cannot find Ludlow 
in Domesday, — find the centre of the territorial circle which I have 
described, as well as its circumference. — At the time when the Sur- 
vey was taken, Herefordshire contained a Hundred called CtUestom 
or Cutestomes. The bulk of this Hundred lay in a semicircle. West, 
North, and East of the City of Hereford ; but, like the Shropshire 
Hundred of Bascherch, Cutestomes Hundred had two distant de- 
tachments. One of these, with which we have nothing here to do, 
lay in E wias-land, but the other comprised the Chatellany of Aure- 
tone (that is Richard^s Castle), — and Ludford, — and a Manor of two 
hides called in the Record " Lude." 

Now there were three Ludes in Cutestorn Hundred at Domesday. 
Two of them were held by Roger de Laci, in capite, and, from their 
position in the Record, I should judge, but cannot afiirm, them to 
have been in that part of Cutestorn Hundred which was near to 
Hereford. Two places, afterwards distinguished as Lude Much- 
gros and Lude Sancy^ were in that quarter and were in Lacy's Fief. 
I therefore speak now of the third Lude only. This was in the de- 
lacked portion of Cutestorn Hundred, if we take the same test, — 
viz. that of position in the Record ; for below it and next to it we have 
a notice of Ludford, and below and next to that, a notice of Castle 
Auretone. In short we have these three places mentioned in Domes. 



onld read off their presnmed representatiTe*, 
I BJchard's CaaUe, on a modem Map. About 
IS suppose to be tbe Ludlow of Dometdap, Uiat 
)ws. " The same Osbem (fitz Richard) holds 
and Roger de lisci (holds it) of him. Sais 
ee). Here are ii hides geldable. In demesne 
I and (there are) one Villain, a Bailiff {prepo- 
with II teams. The Manor was worth 25*. 
n times. Now it is worth SO*."' This im- 
lanor of Lude, coupled with the mention of a 
there, ma^' not be enongh to suggest the idea 
;h or the intended residence of a great feudal 
leing suggested already, they are in strict har- 

led in theory with Ludlow, I take further to 
thereof; for Ludlow as a territory was never 
. which presents itself m limme to this new 
ce dispose of. If Osbem fitz Richard were 
ude, how are we to account for the Lords of 
er appearing as Seignoral Lords of Ludlow? 
did Osbem fitz Richard lose the Seignenry ? 
»ihly by exchange with his greater Feoffee; 
might against right ; or possibly the Seignenry 
Q of the Crown, under which it was expedient 
as Ludlow should be held immediate^. But 
i always the best in such cases. — Osbem fitz 
al Lord of a certun Lude in HerefOTdshire at 
fitz Richard's successors never afterwards had 
diey therefore lost such a Seignenry, and that 
mted for in any better way than by supposing 
held as it was by Lacy, — the only Tenant of 
vho was more powerful than his Lord, 
e that Ludlow Castle, though non-existent at 
ed within the next ten years. And, supposing 
ve been its Founder, two events happened in 
ten years which will at once account for such 
part to strengthen his position. In 1038, two 
', 'Roger de Lacy joined the English rebellion 
iis and in favour of Gourteheuse. Rc^r de 
act in the West ; for he had already attack^ 
' Domttday, to. 186, b, 2. 
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Hereford, when, joined by Bernard de Newmarch and Ralph de 
Mortimer, and seconded by the aid and influence of Roger Earl of 
Shrewsbury, these three Chieftains threatened Worcester. Their 
defeat, and the probability that they suffered but little in estate for 
this treason, haye been often alluded to in these pages. It is to this 
combination between Roger de Lacy and the Earl of Shrewsbury 
that I attribute the Legend or idea which has made the Earl Foun- 
der of Ludlow Castle. He may have prompted, he may have pro- 
moted and assisted the work, but if so, it was only as a political 
friend and partisan, not as having any jurisdiction in the matter. 
Tn 1095 Earl Roger was dead and Roger de Laci joined the second 
rebellion against Rufus, that of Robert de Mowbray. For this he 
was never forgiven; he lived and died in exile; his English estates, 
or the greater part of them, being bestowed by the King on Hugh 
de Lacy, his brother.* 

In identifying Ludlow with the Domesday Lude, I oblige myself 
to state an etymological opinion in which I shall have small sup- 
port from former Writers. All authorities of any note have, I be- 
lieve, interpreted the name Ludlow as L&>be-hlsep (Leode-hlsew), 
— the tumulus, grave, or hiU of the people ; and Ludgate, London, 
has been plausibly (but perhaps erroneously)^ instanced as involving 
an analogous idea. But this notion falls to the ground directly that 
we find three places in Herefordshire named Lude ; — ^for Lude, if 
it means people, is senseless when used singly as the name of a place. 
The different ways in which the three Ludes were compounded, 
after Domesday, with other words, was to distinguish them from 
each other, — a special necessity, seeing that all three were in Lacy's 
Fief. Lude Muchgros and Lude-Sancy were so called from Lacy^s 
Tenants there : Ludlow got its distinctive name from the low or 
tum/uhis which was a prominent feature of the town. Another no- 
tion about the word Ludlow would derive it from Lud or Luda, a 
man^s name ;^ but this too fails, because .the name Lude, if it be 
that of a person, can never have stood in the nominative case for the 
name of a place. In short, some meaning must be found for Lude 
which in a non-composite form will indicate a locality. — 



» Ordericw, p. 704, C. 

^ I think the origin of Ludgate to hare 
been HUb-^eat, a poetem-door. 

* We shall hereafter see the name Luda 
incorporated in a Ludlow Legend,— ap- 
parently as the name of an Irish Saint; 
but the Legend waa probably a fabrica- 



tion. Ludi was also a Saxon name. Such 
a person was Lord of Huntington in the 
Confessor's days (Vide Supra, p. 74). 
The same or a similar Saxon name seems 
to enter into composition, in cases like 
Ludston, Luddesdon, Luddington, etc. 
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Twice already in theae pages I have givBD iiutaiioes where the 
word Lode standa in connection with a stream or rirer, and as I 
think, indicates &Jbrd.* Thia idea will suit the locality under notice, 
and I ihall suppose that the original vili waa called Lude from some 
adjacent ford of the River Teme. It is true that no such word as 
Lade, signifying a ford, is to be fbund in the Saxon gloasaries ; but 
then the word very possibly belonged to an older language than the 
Saxon, and its meaning was unknown to that people.^ This idea will 
account |br another phmomenon. If Lude be a ford, then the 
name Ludfbrd involves a redundancy; but I account for this in a 
very simple way. — I take Ludford to have been populated after the 
word Lude had become obsolete as meaning a ford, and was signi- 
ficant only of a locality. To call a more recent vUi Ludford, — that is 
to name it after a ndghbouring viit and a neighbouring ford, — was 
natural, for in such a case the redundancy would be unfelt or dis- 
regarded. 

I must now incorporate my Airther account o( Ludlow with 
that of— 

THE BABONY OF DE LACY. 

Of Hdoh db Lacv, whose loyalty and rectitude Ordericus oou- 
trasts with the conduct of his elder Brother Roger, little is kuowu. 
He is reputed to have added, by Conquest, the land of Ewiaa to 
his original Fief.^ This must be taken with some qualification. — 
Lands in the Ckateliany of Ewias had been granted to Walter de 
Lacy, father of Roger and Hugh, by William fitz Osbom £arl of 
Hereford, and therefore before 1071.' Roger de Lacy had obtained 
other lands in the same province before Dotnetday. The best au- 
thenticated inatance of Hugh de Lacy's connection with Ewias-land 
is his Foundation therein of the famous Monastery of Lanthouy. 
I refer to a Monkish Chronicle for a full account of particulare, and 
only observe that this so-called fowtdation of Hugh da Lacy was 
rather a great enrichment and extension of a previous monastic es- 
tablishment, and tliat it was after the year 1108 ; — for that was the 
year when the rude church of the yet unendowed settlement was 
consecrated.^" This Chronicle, though it magnifies the liberality 
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and other virtues of Sir Hugh de Lacy^ tells us nothing of the time 
or manner of his deaths and only gives us a hint about his succession^ 
a hint of which in due course I shall avail myself. 

In 1101 Hugh de Lacy subjected or conveyed to Gloucester Mo- 
nastery the Church of St. Peter's (Hereford)^ with all its possessions^ 
as founded and endowed by his Father.^ Hugh de Lacy^ I should 
observe^ had a brother Walter^ who was at this time a monk of 
Gloucester^ having entered the Monastery in 1080 when yet very 
young. On August 3, 1130, Walter de Lacy received the episcopal 
benediction as Abbot of Gloucester, in which high office he died 
8 Feb. 1139. Hugh de Lacy his brother made further grants to 
Gloucester Monastery, and apparently in the year 1101. — 

The assertions that this Hugh de Lacy was a Benefactor to the 
Churdi of St. David^s and the Monastenry of Monmouth are pro- 
bably founded in error .^^ Hugh de Lacy the elder (vettai) was said 
by a provincial Jury in 1255, to have given two virgates in Ludlow 
to the Knights Hospitallers of Dinmore,^' but there are reasons for 
doubting whether the Grantor alluded to can have been the Hugh 
de Lacy whose very uncertain history I am endeavouring to trace. 
I have found only one more direct mention of the latter and it is 
embodied in one of those little-to-be-trusted Records, — a Monastic 
Fundat&rum Progenies. ^^ Hugh de Lacy,^^ says this document, '^ the 
Founder of Lanthony in Wales, came into England at the (Ton- 
quest.'^ This announcement obliges us to receive with some cau- 
tion the further statement that '^ he died without issue, whereby 
his inheritance descended to his two Sisters, — ;Ermelina (who died 
issueless) and Emma, who being married (to a husband unnamed) 
had issue Gilbert. Gilbert would appear to have taken the name of 
Lacy, for the Chronicle calls him Gilbert de Lacy without further 
comment.'^ 

Now I cannot find any account of Hugh de Lacy's death, nor can 
I fix its period except by conjecture. I think it took place between 
1108 and 1121. No doubt he died without issue, and most un- 



11 MonofUoon, I, 547. 

^ Bugdale quotes Leiand (Coll. II, 89, 
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questionably his estates escheated to the Crown ; but whether by 
forfeiture during his life-time, or by the King^s non-recognition of 
his heir I will not affirm. The former was perhaps too great a ca- 
tastrophe to escape the direct notice of cotetnporary Chroniclers ; 
the latter might more easily be passed over. Henry I evidently ig- 
nored the claims of Gilbert or any other heir of Hugh de Laci. It 
seems to me that the King gave or entrusted Ludlow, Ewias, and 
Weobley to Pagan fitz John. With less certainty I fix upon Hamo 
Peverel as Grantee or Trustee of Lacy's estates in North Shrop- 
shire. The proofs of all this are circumstantial. I have never seen 
the name of Hugh de Lacy or of Pagan fitz John directly associated 
with Ludlow, but I know that the daughter and the Grandson of 
Pagan fitz John were claiming Ludlow and Weobley, and probably 
Ewias, in 1198 as their hereditary right. I also know that Pagan 
fitz 'John was Lord of Ewias in Henry I's time, for Giraldus ex- 
pressly says so.^^ All else that is known of Pagan fitz John is quite 
consistent with the idea that he was entrusted with Ludlow Castle 
by Henry I. I therefore proceed to give account of this sometime 
Lord of Ludlow. 

Pagan fitz John is with great likelihood said to have been bro- 
ther of Eustace fitz John,^^ a powerful favourite of King Henry I, 
at whose Court both Eustace and Pagan are found in frequent at- 
tendance. At Easter 1121 King Henry I is known to have been 
at Berkeley in Gloucestershire. It was probably on this occasion 
that he expedited a Charter to Richard de Capella, Bishop of Here- 
ford.^'' That Charter is addressed to and attested by Walter de 
Gloucester and Adam de Port, two great Herefordshire Barons. 
Their attestation is followed by that of Pagan fitz John ; and this is 
the first hint I have of any interest of the latter in the afiairs of 
Herefordshire. Between the years 1123 and 1127 Pagan fitz John 
was appointed Viceroy of Shropshire in succession to Richard de 
Belmeis. I have before alluded to this fact and given the proofs 
thereof.^^ I have also shown Pagan fitz John as having custody of 
Brug Castle in 1128 -^^ and I have shown him as addressed by 
Henry I, at Condover, in 1129 or 1130, in a way which almost proves 
his Viceregal power in Shropshire ; for though on some occasions he 
is called Sheriff, on this the Sheriff of the County is also addressed.^^ 

The Pipe-Roll of 1130 extends to neither Herefordshire nor Shrop- 
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shire. It exhibits Pagan fitz John as a land-holder in Oxfordshire, 
Gloucestershire, Berkahire, and Norfolk ; also as a Justiciar who 
with Milo de Gloucester (his usual associate) had held pleas in Staf- 
fordshire, Gloucestershire, and Pembrokeshire.'*' About this time 
and in company with the same Milo de Gloucester {whom however 
Giraldus calls by anticipation Earl of Hereford), Pagan fitz John w 
noticed as a Secretary and Privy-Counsellor of King Henry 1, and 
under circumstances which leave little doubt but that the two were 
associated in the government of the Welsh Marches. Pagan fitz 
John is also called " Lord of Ewias."*^ Under the year 1134, Or- 
dericus relates how the Welsh, exasperated by the oppressions of 
the English, seized upon and burnt a Castle of Pagan fitz John 
called Cans, and slaughtered every inmate, male and female.^ In 
1136, the first year of Stephen, Pagan fitz John was slain by the 
Welsh ; and John Hagustald adds to the circumstance a remark on 
this Baron having been somewhat prompt to acquiesce in the tuar- 
pation of Stephen.** The Writer of the Geata Regit Stephata con- 
firms this to the letter, calling Milo de Gloucester and Pagan fitz 
John Governors of the Provinces of Herefordshire and Shropshu^ ; 
relating how, under King Henry I, these two had extended their 
power fi^m the Severn to the Sea; — how through all the borders of 
England and Wales they had harassed the natives with vexatious 
Law-suits and compulsory services ; — how both concurred in doing 
fealty to Stephen ; and how Fitz John fbll in a Welsh foray, pierced 
through the head by a spear, while none other of his band was 
wonnded. This Writer hints that these two Lords of the West 
were actuated rather by a personal fear of Stephen than any in- 
ability to oppose him.** 

Pagan fitz John left two daughters his coheirs,** viz. Cecily and 
Agues. Cecily married before the year 1139 to B<%er, ehlest son 
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of M ilo de Gloucester, and it was probably on this occasion that 
Stephen gave to the said Cecily all the lands of Pain fitz John her 
Father, with whatever else she had of the gift of the said Pain, of 
the honour of Hugh de Lacy ; also what Sibil, wife of Pain had 
granted to her in dower of his (Paints) inheritance.** We have here 
a proof of Pagan fitz John's occupation of a part of Lacy's Fief, and, 
I think, a distinction taken between lands held by him as of his 
own inheritance and lands held under the escheat of Lacy. Cecily 
became in due course Countess of Hereford. She was neglected if 
not deserted by her husband (Earl Roger), who died childless in 
1155. She lived to a great age ; for she was bom before 1127 and 
died about January 1207. Agnes, the other and I presume younger 
daughter of Pagan fitz John, was bom about 1127. She married 
* * * * de Munchensi and had by him a son, William de Mun- 
chensi, with other issue. She was living in 1185, but deceased in 
1198, when William de Munchensi together with his Aunt, the 
Countess Cecilia, had tendered that Fine to which I have before 
alluded, viz. " to have their right in Ludelawe and Wibelay (Weo- 
bley) and (apparently) Ewias.^'^ It is obvious to me, not that they 
had such a right, but that their claim was founded on their rela- 
tions to Pagan fitz John, who consequently must be taken to have 
been sometime seized of Ludlow. A Writ of King John's, dated 
May 7, 1207, speaks of " Cecilia Countess of Hereford and William 
de Mimchensy her Nephew and heir." This William was therefore 
at that date the sole representative of Pagan fitz John ; but, as he 
never succeeded in establishing any claim on Lacy^s Fief or on Lud- 
low, I shall here leave him and revert to other matters. — 

The Fitz-Warin Chronicle, after reciting the treason and banish- 
ment of Earl Robert de Belesme, tells us of the redistribution of his 
lands by Henry I. " The Castle of Dynan," says the Writer, " and 
all the country round towards the river of Corve, with all the Ho- 
nour, he (the King) gave to Sir Joce his Knight; who thenceforth 
retained the name of Dynan, and was called everywhere Joce de 
Dynan. Tins Joce completed the castle which Roger de Belehealme 
(Earl Roger is meant) in his time began ; and he was a strong and 
valiant Knight. Now, the town was a very long time called Dynan, 
which is now called Ludlow."^ — 

The whole of this is probably false. We know that Earl Roger 

^ Baronage (ut supra) quoting Olovef's ' name is written T * ias or Twias. That 
Collectiont. | Ewias was meant I cannot doubt. 
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no one has followed him.^^ Hence the history of Ludlow at this 
period^ meagre and unsatisfactory as it is^ has been encumbered 
with an additional and gratuitous difficulty. It was clearly in July 
or August 1138 (that is immediately before the siege of Shrews- 
bury), that Stephen marched to the Castle of " Duddelsege^' which 
(as the Worcester Monk intelligibly tells us) *' Radulf Paignel'' 
(its owner to wit) "had fortified against the King/' The King 
burnt and plundered the neighbourhood, and then moved off to at- 
tack Shrewsbury. 

In the next year (1139) we have an undoubted piece of Ludlow 
History ; and it was the hearing of this I think that confused the 
usually accurate Norman Writer, whom I have above mentioned, 
and who probably did not know that Dudley and Ludlow were two 
places. It was on April 9th, 1139, that Matilda, Stephen's Queen, 
accorded with Prince Henry of Scotland at Durham. The Prince 
went to Nottingham, where Stephen was, and remained with the 
King the whole summer. There was that in Stephen's character 
and exploits which might justly be called chivalry had it not been 
tainted with perjury and ingratitude. The fair side of his character 
was that which attracted the nephew of the Empress Maud to his 
Court. On April 30th, Stephen, with a royal retinue, visited Wor- 
cester in state. Thence he went to Ludelawe and encamped before 
it. He built two counter-forts against the Castle, and leaving it, 
apparently in a state of siege, moved away through Worcestershire, 
as if towards London. The Worcester Chronicler never tells us who 
defended Ludlow. It was doubtless Joceas de Dynan ; — and he had 
rebelled against Stephen. It was to this occasion that the Norman 
Chronicler alludes when he tells us how Prince Henry, riding under 
the Castle- walls, was seized by a grappling-iron thrown out by the 
besieged, and being thus dragged from off his horse would have been 
made a prisoner had not Stephen, by a splendid effort of personal 
courage, rescued him. This Chronicler adds some words which 
imply that Stephen succeeded in reducing Ludlow.^ The Monk of 
Worcester tells a very different story, but in such obscure terms that 
I will only venture on a general statement of what I conceive to be 
his meaning. The Knights whom Stephen had left besieging Lud- 
low seem to have got up some tournament or passage-of-arms among 
themselves. It was numerously attended, and some fatal casualties 
occurred. Stephen hearing thereof, turned back from his London 
expedition, recrossed Worcestershire, reached Ludlow, settled all dis- 

»- Flor. Wigom, Ooniin. II, 110. I ^3 chron, Normann. p. 978, A. 
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turbances there, and then proceeded to Oxford.** It was at Oxford, 
w we know, in the end of June, that he arrested the Bishops of 
Salisbury and Lincoln, — a step the most portentoos and the most 
lisastrous erer taken hy him. Ludlow, I imagine, remained un- 
reduced. 

Recnrring now to the fact, hitherto asenmed, that Joceas de 
Dynan rebelled against his Bene&ctor Stephen, I shall not attempt 
;o account for it, but be satisfied if I can adduce one or two circum- 
itances to show that I have not gratuitously assumed it. I have 
lefore spoken of the Charter by which Stephen gave the Earldom 
>f Hereford to Robert de Bosan, Earl of Leicester.^ It is almost 
certain that this Charter passed in 1 140. It gives to the proposed Earl 
:be County of Hereford generally, bnt excepts from the grant the great 
Fiefe of Mortimer, Kichard'e Caatle, and Braoee ; — which of course 
were still to be held immediately of the Crown. It als« excepts the 
' Fee of Godso de Dinan which before was Hugh de lAcy'a," but 
with this remarkable proviso, that "If the Earl of Leicester could so 
leal with the aaid Godso as that he himself should be willing to 
lold the fee aforesaid under the Earl,— that the King fully al- 
ows."^ It is evident that the King was not in a position to guaran- 
:ee anything about Joceas de Dinan or his Fief. The fealty of the 
Ijord of Ludlow was not the King's to grant, The new Earl was 
» get it if be could. 

I will now exhibit Joceas or Gotao de Dinan in the Court of the 
BmpresB, which will prove his political leaning beyond doubt. There 
ire two Charters of the Empress to Shrewsbury Abbey. They were 
irobably cotemporaiy, and one is dated at Devizes (in Wiltshire), 
) town which the Empress never obtained till after the defeat of 
Stephen at Lincoln in February 114:1. In that year, one, and pro- 
lably both, of these Charters passed. One is attested by Goc* de 
Dinan, the other by G. de Dinan." I shall here be justified in 
issuming that Stephen's grant of the lands of Pagan fits Johu to his 
laughter Cecily, then wife of Roger, son of Milo de Gloncester, 
nust have been in antagonism to Joceas de Dinan's interests. Also 

»' Florence IfTtjont.CbBdn.ir.lIS.llG. 
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it is clear that Stephen made this grant before the Autumn of 1139^ 
when^ on the landing of the Empress^ Milo de Gloucester openly 
forsook the King. The month of April 1139 was also the period 
of Joceas de Dinan^s defection and the siege of Ludlow^ so that 
probably Stephen^s Charter to Cecily passed between Apnl and 
September 1139. And when Milo had deserted him^ Stephen^ na- 
turally enough^ resorted to a third shifty and granted Milo^s Earl- 
dom to Robert de Bossu^ viz. in 1140. I will now show the persis- 
tent adherence of Joceas de Dinan to the cause of the Empress^ as 
well as his continued tenure of Ludlow Castle notwithstanding the 
enmity of Stephen. — 

I have often commented on the great accuracy of a certain French 
Chronicle which details the fortunes of the House of Mortimer. I 
haye also pointed out several reasons for supposing that Hugh de 
Mortimer who lived in Stephen's reign was a constant friend to the 
Usurper. Naturally then we expect to find him a foe to Joceas de 
Dinan. And so it was. After the death of Bishop Robert de Betun 
(April 22, 1148) and before the accession of Henry II (1154) "a 
great war arose," says the Chronicle, " between Sir Hugh de Mor- 
timer and Sir Joce de Dinan, then Lord of Ludlow, insomuch that 
this same Joce could not freely or at pleasure enter or quit his 
Castle of Ludlow for fear of Sir Hugh, so pertinaciously the latter 
pursued the war. And because Joce could prevail nothing against 
Sir Hugh by force, he set spies along the roads where he heard that 
Sir Hugh was to pass unattended, and took him and held him in his 
castle in prison until he had paid his ransom of three thousand merks 
of silver, besides all his plate and his horaes and birds (hawks) . And 
to hasten, this ransom as speedily as possible. Sir Hugh requested 
aid of his friends on all sides,*' etc.*® The truth of this story is con- 
firmed by the testimony of the Pitz-Warin Chronicle, which, as 
secondary evidence, has its value. The Writer speaks of the some- 
time captivity of a Mortimer in Ludlow Castle, and says that in his 
time a certain tower {^' the highest in the third bail of the castle ") 
was called Mortimer.** This Writer lived in the thirteenth or four- 
teenth century ; — ^but the name and position of Mortimer's Tower 
are still known in the nineteenth.** 

Returning to Joceas de Dinan, I have one more proof of his con- 
tinuous attachment to the cause of legitimacy during the civil war. 
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Prince Henry, as Duke of Normandy, first landed in England in 
Jannary 1153. In the comae of the year the Duke, being at 
Gloucester, granted a aite for the Staffordahire Abbey of Badmore. 
His Charter was attested mter altoa by Gozo, i. e. Gotso de Dinan, 
whose name however has been converted by the bands of transcribers 
into Sozo de Dinam.'^ The earliest estant Pipe- Roll of Henry II's 
reign is that of 1156. It exhibits Joceas de Dinan with an enor- 
mous grant of Crown-lands in Berkshire, viz. " £76. blanch, of lands 
in Lambom." The same grant is repeated on the Fipe-BoUs of 
succeeding years, and we know &om other authority that the King 
made this grant without reserving any service to the Crown. My 
belief is that the grant was not altogether in discharge of the 
King's debt of gratitude ' to Joceas de Dinan. I think it was also 
in compensation of a claim upon Ludlow, which drcnmstances 
obliged the King to disallow. Of that however hereafter. Joceas 
de Dinan lived probably till 1166. In 1167 he was certainly de- 
ceased.*^ He left two daughters and coheirs, Hawise, wife of the 
second Fulk fitz Warin of Whittington, and Sibil wife of Hugh de 
Plugenai ; but of this succession I cease to speak here, inasmuch as 
the title of the family to Ludlow was never rec<^mBed after Heuiy 
IPs accession. 

I must now return far back, to trace, if I can, something of the 
fortunes of the disinherited House of Lacy. — I have before quoted 
a Charter of King Stephen, which, passing about March 1136, was 
attested by Pagan fitz John as a Baron.*^ It will somewhat per- 
plex our former argament to observe that the second signature pre- 
ceding Pagan fitz John's purports to be that of " Gilbert de lacy, — 
Baron." We at once conclude that Stephen had recc^nised the 
title of Hugh de Lacy's Nephew, and this is inexplicable if he had 
also recc^nised that of Pagan fits John. But the whole difficulty 
arises in an error of transcription. Another Charter of Stephen's, 
on a c(^nate subject, passed at the same time, probably on the same 
day as the last. Of its 36 witnesses 30 had attested the former 
Charter, one was Grantee in the former Charter, and four are new 
witnesses. The 36th or remaining witness is Ilbert de Lad, Baron, 
corresponding to the Gilbert de Lacy of the former Charter.'^ Doobt- 



•• Monattiam, V, 4i7, Nun. i. 

*' The Berkshire Pipe-Bolla from 1162 
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less Ilbert de Lacy of Pontefract was the actual witness ia both 
cases ; — and he was one whose allegiance to Stephen became after- 
wards a matter of no small notoriety. Thpre can be little doabt 
I think that the Lades of Ewias and of Pontefract were originaUy 
of the same stocky though each family had had its own representa- 
tive from a period anterior to Domesday. I say this^ not to account 
for the confusion just noticed, but to introduce another branch of 
this investigation. — 

At the death of Richard Bishop of Baieux in 1188, two Knights, 
Gilbert and Henry, are registered as holding two fees in that Nor- 
man See. Their collective fief is called Feodum de Lacey cum Cam- 
peUis (the fee of Lacey and Campeaux).** These two Knights I take 
to be Gilbert, the nephew of Hugh de Lacy of Ewias, and Henry, 
younger brother of Ilbert de Lacy of Pontefract. Both families 
were then under escheat in England, but not, it would seem, in re- 
gard of this their tenure in Normandy. On the death of Henry I, 
all persons disinherited in England naturally anticipated that, in the 
coming struggle and conAision, something might be gained by those 
who had nothing to lose. Ilbert de Lacy of Pontefract joined Ste- 
phen ; his brother Henry, if not at first, yet in course of time, ad- 
hered to the Empress. Gilbert de Lacy's first movement I cannot 
detect ; but a kinsman of his (Geoffirey Talbot) primarily joined Ste- 
phen, and attested as a Baron the very Charter noticed above as 
bearing the signature of Ilbert de Lacy. A careful collation of dif- 
ferent Chronicles enables me to give the following account of pro- 
gressive events. After Easter (April 8) 1138 Geoflfrey Talbot re- 
belled, a^d fortified Hereford Castle against Stephen.^^ Stephen 
heard of this just after Ascension Day (May 12) at Gloucester. He 
marched to Hereford, spent four or five weeks there, and was crowned 
in the Cathedral on Whit-Sunday (May 22) . The Castle was sur- 
rendered. Stephen also took the town of Wibbeleag (Weobley, 
once a member of Lacy's Fief) which the same Geoffrey Talbot, 
who now had fled from the neighbourhood, had fortified against the 
Crown. On the 15th of June, Stephen having left Hereford (the 
City half burnt, but the Castle well garrisoned), Geoffrey Talbot 



^ Bot, Iformannia (Stftpleton), II, Izx. 
JxteeHun and CampeUi are shown on Mr. 
Stapleton's map of Normandy, one to the 
N.E., the other to the N.W. of Vire, in 
the IHooeee of Baieux. 

*» Chiron. Normanmia, p. 977. " Poet 
Pascha yero exarsH rabies proditorum 

V. 34 



nefanda. Quidam namque, Talbot nomine, 
tenuit contra Begem caatellam Herefort 
in valUbui (read in WaUid^ the usual de- 
signation of Hereford at the time), quod 
Bex perobaidionem in suarecepit." Com* 
pare also Ann. Wdverl. p. 153. 



!r, sod burnt all the subtirb beyond the Wye. This 
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lis prisoner, but nearly lost his Mitre, so enraged 
tearing of his pusillanimity.^ The writer of the 
ani tells this story, describing Geoffirey Talbot as 
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i of exile from England ;— but, what is more to 
res the name of Geoffi^y Talbof s other companion 
Bath. It was his " kinsman Gilbert de Lacy, a 
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bis writer attributes Lacy'g escape to his making 

a fiercer resistance than Talbot. The rest of the 
luch length, and with circumstances which show 
y which Lacy and his party procured the release 
ted with sacrilege and peijury.*' In August 1140 
as slain in a skirmish near Bath. The Worcester 
e was " an active but treacherous Soldier, now in 
low iu the Earl's, doing all things in guile."^ It 

in which they lived that such characters were 
ji probably not much better nor much worse than 
B was buried in the Monastery of Gloucester, and 
jert de Lacy survived him. On July 25, 1141, 
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when the Empress having Stephen a prisoner^ issued at Oxford that 
famous Charter which gave to her devoted follower^ Milo de Glou« 
cester, the Earldom of Hereford, Gilbert de Lacy was in her Court 
and attested her Charter.^^ I suppose it was owing to the Empress's 
inability or unwillingness to fulfil Lacy's expectations, or to some 
inducement offered by Stephen, — but it is dear that, for some cause 
or other. Lacy afterwards changed his political faith. Stephen had 
already encouraged three claimants to the whole or a part of Lac/s 
inheritance. Pagan fitz John had been killed ; Joceas de Dyuan had 
betrayed the cause of Stephen ; the husband of Cecilie fitz Pagan^ 
Stephen^B third nominee, was the son of Milo de Gloucester, now 
Stephen's bitterest foe. No wonder then that Stephen should be 
glad to enlist a fourth Grantee, and one who could claim as an heir. 
The symptoms of Gilbert de Lacy's change of sides are as follows : 
— At Devizes, in September 1146, Robert fitz Eoy, Earl of Glou- 
cester, in the presence of Mathildis the Empress, quit-claimed to 
Philip, then Bishop of Bayeux, all the fiefs of Ilbert and Gilbert de 
Lacy which they held of the said Bishop, at Lassey, and at Cam- 
peaux, and elsewhere.^^ Ilbert de Lacy was, I repeat, a known par- 
tisan of King Stephen. Inferentially Gilbert de Lacy was at this 
time the same; — and the Empress and her Brother concurred in a 
measure which was meant to deprive them both of their Norman 
Fiefs. About the same time we have an indication that — 

Gilbert de Lacy was in possession of his Lordship of Ewias, 
and on terms of friendship with Hugh de Mortimer of Wigmore, — 
the latter fact implying that he was also a supporter of Stephen. It 
appears that Oliver de Merlimond (whom I have mentioned as Mor- 
timer's Steward) held something at Lanthony in the Lordship of 
Ewias. This estate he seems to have given, previously to the year 
1148, to certain Canons whose residence at Shobdon he had taken 
much pains to procure. Oliver de Merlimond^s disgrace, his taking 
refuge with Earl Milo, and Mortimer's harsh treatment of the Shob- 
don Canons, I have before alluded to. It was between the years 
1143 and 1148 that Sir Gilbert de Lacy, noting Mortimer's animo- 
sity to these Canons, and thinking to please him, " came to Lantony 
and took by seignory all the things which belonged to the Canons, 
and caused their wheat to be carried away, worth a great sum of 



Bwer to this question which might clear a 
great deal of this obscare subject, — but 1 
will not tamper further with coujoeture. 
Let this note rather stand as an advertise- 



ment for evidence. 

M SelderCa Titles of Honor, p. 637. 

** Rot Normannia (Staplcton), II, p. 
Ixx. 



'2b-Z 



money."" This incident can have no meaning nnless it indicates 
Gilbert de Lacy as contemporary Lord of Ewias, and so of I^a- 
thony. 

I must now turn to the FUz-JVarin Chnmicle, which exhibits the 
traditionary accounts of a long-enduring feud between Waiier de 
Laq/ of Ewias and Joceas de Dynan of Ludlow. If there be any 
truth in the particular related, they must have transpired at a period 
when all law and kingly authority were in abeyance. Such a pe- 
riod was the reign of Stephen as regarded Shropshire and Hereford- 
shire ; and so far as Joceas de Dyuan was concerned, be never had 
anything at Ludlow after the acceesion of Henry II. His antagonist 
was undoubtedly Gilbert, not Walter, de Lacy ; but whether Lacy 
recovered Ludlow Castle by stratagem, as the Legend declares, w 
by some more formal assertion of his hereditary right, he can only 
have been permitted to retain it on the latter ground, as sanctioned 
by Henry II. For there is no doubt that Gilbert de Laci's partisan- 
ship with Stephen and Hugh de Mortimer was overlooked by Henry 
II, and that he was r^^rded with much favour by that Monarch. 
As a proof of thia I may instance one fact. — In 1158 a Dotaan was 
exacted from most English Counties, and Gilbert de Lacy was ex- 
cused, by Writs of the King, his proportion in the several Connties 
of Herefordshire, Gloucestershire, and Shropshire,*^ Gilbert de 
Lacy became I think a Templar before his death ; for the Monkish 
Chronicler of Lanthony, after recording the virtues of the first Hugh 
de Lacy and the sanctity of his brother Walter (the Abbot of Glouces- 
ter), forther informs us that " Hugh had a Nephew, a most approved 
soldier, who, after winning a reputation for innumerable acts of va- 
lour, and coming off triumphant in many contests and wars, did 
not refiise to work in the Christian cause under the habit of a Tem- 
plar."^ That Gilbert de Lacy was here alluded to, I think probable 
&om the terms used, but morally certun when I find that the Calen- 
dar of the Templars' lands taken in 1185 records benefactions in 
Guttingres (Guiting Temple), Holford, and Winchelcumbe, as hav- 
ing been made to the Order by Gilbert or G, de Lacy.'* Another 
Record makes Gilbert de Lacy the Grantor of many tenements and 
lands attached to the Preceptory of the Templars at Queoyngton, 
in Gloucestershire.'^ 
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I cannot indicate the precise period of Gilbert de Lacy's deaths 
or retirement from the world. One or both events will have taken 
place between 1158 and 1163^ according to a fact already stated^ and 
the further fact that " Gilbert Bishop of Hereford (translated to 
London in 1168) received from Hugh de Lacy the service of two 
knights'-fees which he was reputed to hold of the Bishop^ but half 
of which service Hugh afterwards denied."*^^ I have purposely with- 
held a part of the expression used in this quotation^ because it bears 
upon another question^ viz. as to when Hugh de Lacy entered upon 
public life and whether it was not some time before his Father^s 
death ? The Bishop of Herelbrd of 1165 asserted Hugh de tlaci to 
have rendered service on two fees during the whole time of Bishop 
Gilbert. Now Gilbert Foliot was consecrated in September 1148, 
and if the above expression be literally true, Hugh de Lacy will have 
had seizin of these ecclesiastical fees long before his Father's death. 
He appears also in another matter earlier than we should ordinarily 
expect. It was before the year 1155 that the Shobdon Canons, 
whom I have so often alluded to, were allowed to migirate to Ay- 
mestry, a permission which Sir Hugh de Lacy as a friend of Sir 
Hugh de Mortimer persuaded the latter to revoke on the ground 
of its impolicy. The Canons were consequently removed to Wig- 
more.^^ This Sir Hugh was, I doubt not, the person whom all au-. 
thorities agree to have been son and heir of Gilbert de Lacy. 

Hugh de Lacy, probably on his succession, obtained a Charter of 
confirmation from Henry II. That Charter is not known to be in 
existence, but it once formed a part of the muniments preserved at 
Wigmore Castle, and was described in a catalogue of those muni- 
ments as the Charter which King Henry made to Sir Hugh de 
Lacy of the Manors of Stauntone Lacy, Lodelow, Webbeleye, Ewyas, 
and Arkhulle (Child's Ercall).''^® These appear to me to have been 
the Manors of Lacy's demesne. The Feodary of 1165-6 contains 
the return of Hugh de Lacy. — ^The great Chief probably compiled 
the Document himself, and it is worthy of very particular attention. 
He considered himself entitled to the services of 58| knights'-fees, 
whereof 53^ were of old and 5^ of new feoffment. Besides this he had 
nine Tenants, each holding from .6 librates down to a virgate of land, 
but without any specific knighf s-scrvice assessed on their Tene- 
ments. Some of these lived in Sir Hugh's household, some were in 

fi7 Liber Niger (Heame), I, 150. | » Additional MSS. (Brit. Mua.) No. 
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his Welsh mansions, 'and he provided the necessaries of life to both 
the latter classes.^ Sir Hugh's retnm does not directly allude to 
this long forfeiture which his Father had suffered ; and he merely 
describes his fees of old feoffment as having been held over the re- 
spective Tenants, by his Antecessors in time of l^ing Henry I. 
However, the services on 3^ of these old fees were now refused or 
questioned by the Tenants. The 5i Pees of new feoffment had 
probably been granted during the Lacy forfeiture. — ^Two of them 
were held by Herbert de Castellis, and all of them appear to have 
been in Shropshire, as I have shown or shall show elsewhere. 

The first^icf, assessed according to the returns enrolled in the lAber 
Niger, was put in charge in 1168, in consequence of the marriage 
of the King's daughter. An extreme view seems to have been taken 
of Lacy's liabilities; for instead of being assessed on 58} fees he was 
assessed on 60^, and so was entered as accounting (at the rate of 1 
merk per fee) for a sum of £40. 3s. 4rf.*^ 

In October 1171 Hugh de Lacy accompanied King Henry II in 
his expedition to Ireland; and when in April 1172 more urgent 
affairs obliged the King to make a hurried return, Hugh de Lacy 
was left, doubtless for the purpose of furthering his Master's in- 
terests across the Channel.** The rebellion of Prince Henry broke 
out in Normandy in April 1173. The King instantly recalled Hugh 
de Lacy from Ireland to aid him at this critical juncture; for the re- 
bellion of his Son was prompted by the Councils, and seconded by 
the arms of Louis VII of France. Parties in Normandy were di- 
vided. On the side of the Prince stood the powerful Earl of Chester. 
The aged and experienced Earl of Arundel, and the chivalrous Hugh 
de Lacy, were constant in their devotion to the King. On July 6 
Louis invested the important frontier town of Verneuil. It was 
magnanimously defended by Hugh de Lacy and Hugh de Beau- 
champ, its Governors, who held out for more than a month. On Au- 
gust 9, King Henry himself relieved Verneuil, and Louis was forced 
to retreat. The rebellion of Prince Henry had now extended to 
England, and the King can hardly be said to have recovered secure 
possession of his throne before the Winter of 1174. Under these 
circumstances it is not probable that Hugh de Lacy was permitted 
to return to Ireland. Judging from Hugh de Lacy's appearances 
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in the King's Court, and from the constructive evidence of certain 
Charters, I am further inclined to think that he did not revisit Ire- 
land till 1177. It was probably in this interval (1174-1177) that 
he negotiated the marriage of young William fitz Alan with a 
daughter of his own, whose name I cannot declare, but I think that 
she was at the time an infant. Four of Lacy^s Shropshire Fees 
were given in firank-marriage on this occasion, and so went to aug- 
ment the Barony of Fitz Alan. Meanwhile, Bichard Earl of Stri- 
goil, had been appointed Justiciar (i. e. Viceroy) of Ireland. He 
died in that office on April 5, 1176, and WiUiam fitz Adeline, one 
of the King's Daptferi, was appointed to succeed him. It was early 
in May 1177 that King Henry, in a Great Council at Oxford, de- 
clared his son John to be King of Ireland, and exhibited a Papal 
sanction of the appointment. On this occasion the King renewed 
his former Charter to Hugh de Lacy, so far as the Province of 
Meath and the City of Dublin were concerned ; but nothing was 
said about the Justiciarship.^ Now probably Hugh de Lacy re- 
turned to Ireland, his mind filled with projects of a large if not of 
a selfish ambition. Early in 1179, the King being at Windsor, 
heavy complaints reached the Court about the excesses of William 
fitz Adeline and Hugh de Lacy, the Lords of Meath and of Wex- 
ford.^ What view the King took of this does not appear; but the 
same year he shipped a quantity of com firom Bristol for the use of 
his retainers {familiiB siub) in Ireland, and this com was conveyed 
by servants of Hugh de Lacy.*^^ Early in the year 1181 the King 
being in Normandy heard that Hugh de Lacy had married a daugh- 
ter of the King of Connaught. This was without the royal license, 
and therefore the King sent the Constable of Chester and Richard 
de Pecco to supersede Lacy in his office of Custos of the City of 
Dublin.^ So far the Chroniclers' accounts are substantiated by an 
entry on the Staffordshire Pipe-BoU of 1181; for the Sherifi^ actually 
charges an outlay which he had been ordered to make in forwarding 
the two new functionaries to their destination. But the Pipe-Rolls 
go historically much further than this, and assure us that Hugh de 
Lacy's offence was viewed as nothing less than High Treason. In 
short, there can I think be little doubt that King Henry suspected 
Lacy of an intention to found an independent Kingdom for himself 
in Ireland.^ Ludlow Castle was seized to the Crown in 1181, and 



^ Hoyeden, 823, b, 824. 

^ Benedictus AbbaSy p. 287. 

» Rot, Ftp. 25 Hen. II, Herefordshire. 



^ Benedictua Abbas, p. 854. 
^ I find tills broadly assert^ by one of 
the Chroniclers (2V<fwft«njrA,p.238). New- 



256 



Tuntin fitz Simon held the King's Herefordshire Manor of Linton 
for that yeai, in payment of j£16. 10<., hia salary for custody of the 
said Castle. A similar allowance was made to Tnrstin fitz Simon 
in 1182, 1183, and indeed till 1189 inclusive. Meantime, that is 
on July 25, 1185, Hugh de Lacy had been assassinated atDuirow, 
in Ireland. He left issue, says my authority, "four sons, Walter, 
Hugh, Gilbert, and William, and two daughters, Mgidan wife of 
Bichard de Biii^h, and Elena wife of Richard de Belfon."" The 
first of these Ladies is errooeonaly named as a daughter of Hugh 
de Lacy, and we may put in her stead that other daughter who was 
the wife of William Fitz Alan. 

Walter de Lacy was evidently a Minor, or under political dis- 
qualification, perhaps both, at his Father's death. In 1186 the 
Sheriff of Herefordshire accounts £\0. to the King for the issues 
of the lands of Hugh de Lad within his Bailiwick. In 1 187 hacfs 
Fief was assessed to the Bcutage of Galway as containing no leae 
than 51i fees of old, and 11-,^ fees of new feoffment. Ralph de 
Ardem, Sheriff of Herefordshire, levied and accounted for the whole 
sum of jE62. 7t. thus arising. He so accounted because the Honour 
of Hugh de Lacy was in manu Regia. Further, the same Sheriff 
had received j647. for a year's issues of Hugh de Lacy's lands in 
Herefordshire. Out of this he had paid £Z7. for the cost and cus- 
tody of the Castles tA Ewyas and New Castle {Novi Casiri) from 
August 1, 1186, to Michaelmas 1187, and £10. for the custody of 
Weobley Castle during the same period. In this year also Ludlow 
was assessed to a Royal Tallage at the high rate of 20 merlu, as 
being in manu RegiM. In 1188 Ralph de Ardeme had again 
received £47. from Lacy's Herefordshire Fief, and had again ex- 
pended it on the custody of Lacy's three Herefordshire Castles. 
I should observe in connection with this fragmentary account of 
Lacy's Escheat, that a House which he had in Shrewsbury was 
seized by the Crown, apparently about March 1 186, and 1*. (the 
half-year's income therefrom) was accounted for by the Sheriff ai 
Michaelmas 1185 as a new Escheat. Two Shillings per onmwn are 
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afterwards regalarly entered as arising firom this source till Michael- 
mas 1188 inclusive. 

About Midsummer 1189 Henry II appears to have restored the 
lands of Walter son and heir of Hugh de Lacy. Accordingly the 
various Accountants at the Michaelmas Exchequer of 1189 (King 
Richard had then succeeded) answer for only three quarters of a 
year's receipts from the Lacy estates. Lacy's Manor of Bretford in 
Wiltshire had thus yielded £19. 6s., his Herefordshire Fief £35. 5s., 
his House in Shrewsbury 1*. 6d., — all for the King's use.*' 

In 1190 a Scutage, I think for Wales^ was somewhat irregularly 
assessed throughout different parts of the Kingdom. Walter de 
Lacy was charged in Herefordshire for the same^ on 51^ knights'- 
fees only^ that is, he was chained £25. IZs. 6d. at 10s. per fee. Not 
yet had Ludlow Castle been restored to Walter de Lacy ; for I find 
that in this very year the Sheriff of Shropshire had stored the said 
Castle with corn, oats, bacon, and wine, at the order of the Chan- 
cellor (Longchamp) and at an expense of £10. 9s. Sd. Moreover 
the said Sheriff had paid to Gilbert de Essartis 100s. for custody of 
the same Castle under a like authority. The following year these 
payments were suspended, and I infer that Ludlow Castle was again 
in the hands of its Lord. In 1194 Walter de Lacy was put in 
charge to the Scutage for the King's Redemption. He was assessed 
on 51^ fees, that is £51. 5^., at the rate of £1. per fee. " During 
this jesiX," says my authority, ^' the ravages committed by Walter de 
Lacy, in conjunction with John de Courcy Lord of Ulster, upon the 
territory of the King in Ireland, caused a seissure of his lands into 
the King's hands." ^^ A few extracts from the Pipe-Bolls will illus- 
trate this statement. The King's Escheator received at Michael- 
mas 1194, Is. for the rent of an escheated house in Shrewsbury ; at 
Michaelmas 1195 he received Ss. for the same ; and afterwards 4s. per 
annum was accruing on this account till Michaelmas 1197, when 
the payment ceases-T^ At this period Walter de Lacy was evidently 
in treaty with King Richard for the royal pardon. The Herefordshire 
Pipe-Boll of 1197 enters him as owing 1000 merks, without any 

» Soi. Pip. 1 Bio. I, pp. 98, 145, . to SiapleUm, at supra. 
178. The same Boll (p. 228) charges 7i jg^t. Pip. 6 to 9 Bio. I.— It is no- 
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explanation of such a Fine. The Roll of 1198 assures me that ench 
a pro^r had been rejected aa inadequate, and gives more of the 
actual traDsactioQ, as foUows.^^ — "Walter de Laci renders accouat 
of 3100 merks (£2066. 13». 4d.), for having the King's good-will 
and seizin of his land. Into the Treasury be has paid £200., and 
he owes £1866. 13«. 4d. ; of which debt he has paid 1100 merks 
(Qitare 1000 merks or £666. 13*. 4d. ?) in Normand;, and the re- 
sidue (he will pay] at the Exchequer in England, viz. £200. at each 
Exchequer. And he owes £1 200."™ 

I have already alluded to the assertion of Hoveden, that Lud- 
low Castle was seised into the King's hands by the Viceroy Hubert 
Walter, at Christmas 1197." I do not qnestion the feet ; but whe- 
ther the seizure was otd; pending the King's n^otiations with 
Lacy, or whether it was intended that Ludlow should be an excep- 
tion to the general reseizin accorded to Lacy I cannot declare. I 
think however that the latter was the case \ for the next notice I 
have of Ludlow exhibits it, both town and Castlcj as in the hands 
of King John. 

I should pause here a moment to notice another feature in the 
annala of this remarkable femily. The Norman Fief of De Lacy 
was at this time as great as his English, and perhaps as his Irish 
possessions. An idea of its magnitude may be gathered from the 
account which the King's Escheator rendered of his receipts froro 
Lacy's estates in Normandy during the year before they were re- 
stored to the heir. That Officer had actually reo^ved there&oni 
£750. in money, besides produce-in-kind of diverse sorts, — grain, 
wine and fish.™ 

That King John at hia succession looked upon Lacy with sus- 
picion is probable. A Writ of September 4, 1199, mentions the out- 
rages committed by W, de Lacy and John de CJourei on the King's 
traritory, as if they were not yetfoi^^otten or else had been renewed, 
and yet we know that, on the very day previous, Walter de Lacy 
was in the King's Court at Rouen. Again in the next year he 
appears to have gone wiUi the King to Normandy ,- for he occurs in 
the Court at Falaise on June 4. On November 9 he was with King 
John at Feckenham, in Worcestershire; and about this time it was 
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that he contracted marriage with Margaret^ one of the daughters of 
William de Braose, and " on the day of marriage pledged himself 
to the said William by oath^ that from that day forward^ during the 
whole term of his life, he would hold in his own hands all his land 
in England and Normandy, so as not to have it in his power to give, 
sell, or mortgage any part of his land to any one, whereby the heirs 
of his wife, daughter of the said William, might suffer decrease of 
their inheritance, unless it should be done by consent and wish of 
the aforesaid William/' 

William de Braose was at this time a special favourite of King 
John, and by a fine of 20 merks and a palfrey he secured the King's 
Charter dated Nov. 19, 1200, which ratified the hold which he had 
acquired on his Son-in-law J* 

How vain in this instance were such precautions ! In less than 
four years Lacy had lost his Norman Fief under a law stronger than 
that of mortgage, — the law of conquest. In less than ten years he 
and his Father-in-law were Outlaws and exiles, by sentence of the 
very King who had sanctioned their domestic contract. 

In January 1201 I find Walter de Lacy in attendance on King 
John at Lincoln. The same year his Herefordshire Fief was assessed, 
as containing 51 i Knights'-fees, to the second scutage of King John. 
This evidently included his Shropshire Fees ; but one fee in Berk- 
shire and 2^ fees in Oxfordshire were separately assessed.^^ 

After this we usually find Lacy's Shropshire Fief assessed to 
Scutages by itself. Thus in 1202 and 1203 it was put at 10 knights'- 
fees, and so answ^*ed to the third and fourth scutages of King John. 
In the latter instance William de Braose was held responsible for 
the chai^, "because," says the Record, "he had Walter de Lacy's 
land in custody." In this same year (1203) it becomes evident 
that Ludlow was in the King's hand ; for a tallage of 10 merks was 
set upon the Vill in common with other estates of the Crown. In 
1204 Walter de Lacy had quittance in Shropshire from the fifth 
scutage of King John. He had gone over to his Irish estates,^^ and 
with the King's sanction ; for a Patent of March 14, 1204, speaks of 
him as being in the King's service there, and directs that, as long 
as he was so, the Sheriffs of Shropshire and Herefordshire should 
protect his interests in those Counties.^* Another Patent of March 
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36, shovs him as one of King John's Commiarioners in Iidand, in 
Judicial matters of great import ;^ another of Angnet 31 addresses 
him aide-bj-side with Maurice fitz Henry the Viceroy of Ireland, 
relative to some proceedings to be taken against John de Courcy, 
eight Cantred* of whose land, in case judgment went against him, 
were to go to augment the Fiefs of Walter and Hugh de Lacy.*"* 

A Charter of September 3, 1204, allows Walter de Lacy Tarions 
privil^cs in respect of his Insh estates.^' A Patent of November 
2 enjoins him to take possesmon, on behalf of the Crown, of the 
City and Canired of Limerick, which the King had hitherto en- 
trusted to William de Braose, but waa now advised to resume. Lacy 
was accordingly to hand the same over to the Viceroy of Ireland." 
Two Charters of November 13 give to Walter de Lacy and his 
Brother Hugh no less than fourteen Irish Cantreds, but these 
Charters were brought back &om Ireland by one of the Nuncios 
entrusted therewith, and were afterwards cancelled.^ 

This indication of distrust is strengthened by passages in the 
Close-RoUi, which show that in January and June 1205 King John 
had in his custody certain hostages as security for Walter de hacy's 
conduct. 

Moreover a Letter which, on June 30, 1205, the King addressed 
to his Irish Viceroy, though it indicates unshaken confidence in 
Hugh de Lacy (Earl of Ulster), yet seems to enjoin the Viceroy to 
defer to the advice of Walter de Lacy more as a matter of expediency 
than confidence.^ In this year, and in 1206, Waiter de Lacy's 
Shropshire Fief was rated to the sixth and seventh scutages of King 
John as consisting of eight Knights'-fees. Though there was a 
Tallage in each year, Ludlow was not assessed. It appears indeed 
that befi)re May 26, 1206, Walter de Lacy had fined 400 merks for 
repossession of the Castle and land of Ludelawe ; for a King's Writ 
of that date tells the Barons of the Exchequer to let the said Fine 
be liquidated at the rate of 100 merks per atmum, instead of 200 (as 
originally agreed).^ 

A Pateut of February 21, 1207, shows that Walter de Lacy had 
been openly at variance with the Irish Viceroy about Limerick. The 
King thanks the Barons and Knights of Meath (Lacy's own Vassals) 
for their loyalty to the Crown, azid for their efforts to keep their Lord 
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from oontraiy conduct.^ That these .efforts were unavailing, is 
proved by a Patent of March 5^ 1207, which shows how Ludlow 
Castle was reseized by the King^ having been temporarily in chaise 
of William de Braose. The latter is to give it up to Philip de Al- 
binyac, to whom the King had entrusted it^ to keep during pleasure^ 
and in the same way as the Justiciar ($. e. the Chief- Justice of Eng- 
land) had formerly kept it.^ A Precept of March 10 shows that 
20 merks had already been paid to Philip de Albinyac for this pur- 
pose;^ a second orders wine of the King's to be sent from Bristol 
for the stores of Ludlow Castle.^ In further proof of Lacy^s dis- 
affection^ we have a Patent of April 14, 1207, offering him security 
if he will come to the King's Court, and there do and receive jus- 
tice.®' This was accompanied by a Letter-Chse to the Viceroy of 
Lreland, telling him not to proceed to confiscation against Lacy, if 
he would so come and take his trial.®' Again a Patent of May 23 
exhibits Walter and Hugh de Lacy as both in Lreland, and trespas- 
sing on the rights of the Crown.'^ 

On the 18th of July, 1207, Philip de Albiniac is ordered to de- 
liver the Castle and ViU of Ludlow to -William de Braose,'^ — a half 
indication that Lacy had come or was coming to terms with the 
King. On July 16 we accordingly find him in the Court at Win- 
chester, and on September 27 in the Court at Bristol. On Decem- 
ber 4th we hear of the King's releasing one of his hostages ; and, 
on the 5th, the King informs the Viceroy of Ireland- that he has 
committed to his faithful and beloved Welter de Lacy the Cantred 
of Ardmull, to hold during pleasure, and the Viceroy is not to allow 
him to be impleaded in any suit so long as he is, by the King's will, 
in England.'^ In January 1208, though we find mention of one 
of Lacy's hostages being still in the King's custody, the Baron him- 
self is with the Court, and has the King's letters of Protection for 
himself and his Suite.^ His fiill restoration to Royal confidence 
appears to have taken place in March. On the 19th of that month 
King John being at Clarendon, writes to inform the Viceroy of Ire- 
land that '^ Walter de Lacy has made peace for his Irish estates.'' 
The Viceroy, if he has attacked Lacy's Tenants or Territory in any 
way, is to desist, and to leave him and them in peaceable posses- 
sion.^ A Patent of the same day orders that as soon as William 
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King John in their behalf. This story consists with a probability 
that the Monastery of Fonre, in Ireland^ a cell to the Norman 
Abbey of St. Taurin^ was afterwards founded and endowed by Wal- 
ter and Hngh de Lacy^ — grateful^ we may suppose^ to the friends of 
their adversity.^^ 

It was during Walter de Lacy's exile, and probably in the years 
1211 and 1212, that two Shropshire Surveys speak thus of his es- 
tates. — " Walter de Lacy used to hold of the King by Barony. He 
owed the service of ten Knights. His lands are in the King^s hand.'' 
And again, — '^ The Castle and VUl of Ludellawe, with their appur- 
tenances, are in the King's hand. Engelard Engayn (read Cigoyn), 
Sheriff of Herefordshire, is responsible for the same."^ 

Before June 1, 1213, Walter de Lacy sent Letters to King John, 
asking for permiteion to return into England (or to come to the 
King in Eiigland) on certain conditions. The King promised that 
he might safely and at once do so.^ The result of the conference 
was that on July 29 the King wrote to Engelard de Cigony, enclos- 
ing a copy of an undertaking made by Lacy, and desiring that as 
soon as Lacy should have delivered four hostages^ and other securi- 
ties to the said Engelard, he should give him full seizin of all his 
lands except Ludlow, which the King retained during pleasure. If 
any stores or stock had been removed from the said lands since 
June 24 last, they were to be replaced. A similar precept was ad- 
dressed to Hugh de Nevill, Justice of the Forest, probably as hav- 
ing custody of the Forest of Ewyas.^ The same day another Man- 
date tells Engelard de Cigoin that, as soon as Lacy shall have found 
security for paying iS40. per annum towards custody of Ludlow 
Castle, he (Engelard) is to give him seizin of the Manor of Ludlow, 
with all its appurtenances, except the Castle.^ A mandate of Au- 
gust 7 enjoins the same thing in other words, viz. that Engelard de 
Cigoin do give to Walter de Lacy seizin of the Manor of Ludelawe 
for £40. per annum,^ That this was not done is dear ; for the 
Borough of Ludlow remained in the King's hands, probably because 
Lacy failed to find the required securities. Consequently in 1214 
we find the VUl of Ludlow assessed at 50 merks to a King's Tal- 
lage.'' 

^ Boi. NormantiuB (Stapleton), II, Lacy, and of WiUiam de Tmahfls (read 

Ixxij. Furches). 
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In that year Walter de Lacy was serving King Jolm in France. 
We hare news of his having landed at Bocbelle before March 14, 
and of his going to Narbonne on April 13 to purchase horses tea 
the King. On this occasion he is styled "onr Mthful and beloved" 
by the Kiug.^ On May S6 the King's Letters exempt Walter de 
Lacy generally from the Scutage of Poitou, vhich had its eSect in 
Shropshire by the Sheriff's acquitting him of 31 merksj the aseeas- 
ment proportioned to seven knights' -fees. 

On October 23 the King, having come to some agreement about 
Ludloir with Welter de Lacy, orders Engelard de Cigoyn to deliver 
up the ViU instantly to the stud Walter.' Another Writ followed, 
on November 2, about the Castle. It is worth givii^ in the King's 
own words : — " The King to Engelard de Cygon, greeting. What 
thou reportest thyself to have done in the matter of the swine" 
(probably alluding to some garrison stores) " is well done. And al- 
though it may be better worth while to restore the Castle of Lnde- 
lawe (to Lacy] than to pay 40 merks^ier onntint for its custody, yet 
keep you the sud Castle in onr hand, and let Walter de hacj have 
the vill according to the agreement between him and us, because we 
don't wish to flinch from the said agreement, "i" 

On Dec. 26, 1214, King John, being at Worcester, commands 
Engelard de Cygoin to allow Walter de Lacy to have all the fran- 
ckuet which Hugh de Lacy hia Father rightfully had in Henry II's 
time. The Sheriff is to support and protect Lacy, his tenants, and 
his property." In the nest year (1215) we have immmerable in- 
stances of the favour and trust with which King John at last re- 
garded this influential but often disloyal Baron. Walter de Lacy is 
onewhile chained with commiasions of great import in Shropshire, 
Staffordshire, and HerefordHhire ; at other times he is found in the 
King's Court. The King allows him to hunt in Dean Forest, pre- 
sents him with a Destrier, prevents bis being unduly taxed, gives 
him custody of escheated lands, and releases his Brother William 
from a four-years prison, Walter being one of the Mimucapton for 
the sud William's future fidelity. The more important ne^tiations 
of that year were as follows. On March 15, Lacy proSered a great 
IHne to Kii^ John at The Tower. Till he conld satisfy the King 
on the subject of this Fine (i. e. his means and securities for paying 
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it)^ he gave up every Deed and Charter relating to his property in 
England or Ireland. These Documents the King lodged at the 
Temple, and undertook, by Patent, to restore them to Lacy when he 
(the King) was satisfied as aforesaid.^^ On the 12th of April the 
King ordered Engelard de Cigoyn to deliver up to ^^ our faithful and 
beloved Walter de Lacy, his Castle of Ludlow/'^* On July 6, 
Walter de Lacy had not yet found the security for his Fine about 
his Lish estates, but the King orders the Keepers of his Irish 
Castles, no less than eight of which are named, to deliver them up 
to Lacy the instant that the Viceroy should inform the said Keepers 
of the security aforesaid being found.^^ It is evident that part of 
this security was that Gilbert, the eldest son of Walter de Lacy, 
should be given up as a hostage to the King. The youth reached 
the King at Ludgershall (Wiltshire) on July 9th, and a Patent of 
the 10th certifies the fact.^^ 

Lacy's Fine and Convention, or rather the restoration of his Irish 
Estates conditioned thereby, was to take effect from July 5, 1215. 
We have the document in fiill. — Lacy covenants to give the King 
4000 merks to have his land in Ireland, now in the King's hand, 
viz. that land which he had on the day of his forfeiture. His Castle 
and land of Drogheda were however to be retained by the King for 
three years, with several provisoes in case the King's then intended 
Crusade (peregrinatio) should last a longer or shorter time than the 
said three years. The 4000 merks were to be paid in three instal- 
ments (of 1000, 1500, and 1500 merks each) before Michaelmas 
1216. Lacy was to find security for such payments before he had 
seizin, and his son was to remain a hostage for his loyal service till 
the money was actually paid. On the said son's being released, the 
King, if he chose, was to have another hostage, a legitimate son or 
daughter of Walter de Lacy, if he had either. The Fines (on any 
grant or renewal) with Lacy's Irish Tenants were to be the King's 
up to July 5, 1215 ; those subsequent were to be Lacy's. The 
Knights Hospitallers of London were to keep this and all other 
writings made between the King and Lacy, till the Convention 
should be fulfilled. The Viceroy of Ireland, if he could only get 
security for one of the four thousand merks, was not on that account 
to delay the proposed restoration, for the hostage given by Lacy 
was sufficient security for the residue.^* 

Patents of July 27 and Aug. 1, inform Lacy's Tenants in Meath, 
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every wish^ but perhaps something of remorse for his own past con- 
duct. The King gives a tract of land in Acornbury Forest to Mar- 
garet de Lacy (Walter's wife) whereon she may found a house of 
religion for the souls of William de firaose her Father, Matilda her 
Mother, and William her Brother.^ This reminiscence of his for- 
mer victims was addressed by John to Walter de Lacy himself, — as 
Sheriff of Herefordshire I presume. Lacy was with the King or 
coming to him at the time ; for he transacted business for him at 
Lincoki on October 17th.^ On the 19th King John died. 

There seems never to have been the least interruption to the good 
imderstanding which existed between King Henry III and Walter 
de Lacy, from the date of that Prince's accession to the day of his 
great Vassal's death. Lacy was continued seven years in the 
Shrievalty of Herefordshire, sometimes accounting himself, some- 
times by a Deputy. The Royal Writs to him in that capacity indi- 
cate the greatest favour and confidence. Other Writs of the young 
King tend to give full effect to his Father's Charter, and to Mar- 
garet de Lacy's efforts in relation to her proposed foundation of a 
House of Religion at Acombury. Others again, addressed to two 
successive Viceroys, insist upon that fall restoration of Walter 
de Lacy's Lrish estates which had been guaranteed by the Con- 
vention of 1215. Lacy meanwhile appears to have remained in 
England. In 1218 his Shropshire Fees, estimated to be seven in 
number, are assessed to the first Scutage of Henry III. In 1221 
he has quittance of the Scutage of Biham. On the 24th of April 
1222, I find that he was in Ireland, having gone thither in the 
King's service.^ Later in the year, he is seen to have been active 
in recovering his lost estates, the King still urging the Viceroy, by 
letters, to assist him. On December 27th, 1222, we have notice of 
Gilbert, a younger Brother of Walter de Lacy, crossing the Channel 
as a King's Messenger to the second Brother, — Hugh Earl of 
Ulster.2* 

Before July 1223 Walter'de Lacy had returned to En gland. A 
Patent dated at Worcester on the 5th of July offers safe-conduct to 
Lewellyn, Prince of Wales, if he will meet the King at Ludlow.*^ 
Henry however does not seem to have visited Ludlow on this oc- 
casion ; probably because his offer was declined. He remained at 
Worcester nearly a fortnight longer, and then went southwards. On 
July 14 I find Walter de Lacy superintending his successor in the 
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Shrievalty, in respect of certain works at Hereford Castle.'^ In 
August 1228 Walter de Lacy had Quittance of the Scutage of Wales, 
in respect of his lands in seven Counties, viz. Shropshire, Hereford- 
shire, Worcestershire, Wiltshire, Staffordshire, Gloucestershire, and 
Oxfordshire. In the four first Counties he was further empowered 
to levy an Aid on his Tenants, '^ wherewith to sustain himself in the 
King's service.'*'* A Writ of November 16 following, informs the 
Viceroy of Ireland that the King still retains Walter de Lacy for 
his service in England, and desires that all Suits commenced against 
the said Walter since he left Ireland shall be adjourned tUl Easter 
1224.^ That Feast found Lacy indeed in Ireland, but on other busi- 
ness than litigation. The Earl of Ulster and the men of Meath were 
in rebellion against King Henry, and Walter de Lacy had been sent 
to subdue his own brother and his own Vassals. 

A Writ of March 30th, 1224, certifies these facts to the Sheriff 
of Herefordshire, who is consequently desired to exact no SuU of 
County or Hundred from Walter de Lacy's demesnes during his 
absence.^ Another Writ of the same day enjoins the Viceroy of Ire- 
land to provide accommodation in Trim Castle for Walter de Lacy 
and his Followers, so long as the said Walter should be in that 
quarter, levying war on the enemies of the King and of himself.'^ 
A Patent of the 15th of April 1224, which commands Walter de 
Lacy to give custody of Ludlow Castle to William de Gammages, 
must, under the circumstances, be taken as a security for his 
fidelity while in Ireland.** In this year his Shropshire Fees were 
acquitted of the scutage of Bedford. 

A Writ of April 21, 1225, mentions incidentally a Cantred in Ire- 
land sometime given by Walter de Lacy in marriage with his daugh- 
ter Egidia to Richard de Burgh.*^ Another Writ of April 22 men- 
tions William de Lacy (Walter's brother, I presume) as if under es- 
cheat. Before May 13 Walter de Lacy had fined 3000 merks with 
the Eling to have seizin of all the lands in Ireland which had be- 
come forfeit by the rebellion of Hugh de Lacy or his Tenants, ex- 
cept the lands of three of the latter who had already come to terms 
with the King. Lacy's Fine covenants for farther privileges, and 
inter alia that he may have the Castle of Ludlow which the King 
had retained in his hand because of the late war. Lacy pledged 
all his English land to the King, that he would find Securities for 
this Fine within a stated period, and the King accepted the whole 
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contract, and certified William Marshall Earl of Pembroke (now 
Viceroy of Ireland) of its terms. The £arl was to give Lacy seizin 
accordingly.^ On October 5 of this year I find a Certificate that 
Lacy was in the King's service in England/* and on the 22nd the 
King gives him some indulgence as to the term of paying one in- 
stalment of his fine.^ 

A Writ of March 23, 1226, shows that the King still retained 
Walter de Lacy in England i^^ another, of July 4, would imply his 
previous return to Ireland; for it informs Geofirey de Mariscis (now 
Viceroy) of the particulars of the said Walter's Fine, and enjoins 
him, on having security for the residue thereof, to give Lacy its 
benefits.^ A Writ of January 6, 1227, shows the King supporting 
a construction of this Fine which was in Lacy's favour ;^ but later 
Writs show that Lacy was dealing harshly, not only with his Bro- 
ther's Tenants, but with his Brother himself, towards whom the 
King appears to relent. At the same time that the King defers to 
the previous discretion of Walter de Lacy, in retaining certain of 
Hugh de Lacy's Castles, which the King had ordered him to re- 
store, the King enjoins that the adjacent territories be at least given 
to Hugh, and adopts a plan by which the responsibility of restoring 
the Castles would devolve on himself.^ 

In 1229 and 1230 Walter de Lac/s Shropshire fees (still re- 
puted to be seven) were acquitted of the scutages of Ken and Brit- 
tany. A Patent of April 20th, l230, dated at Portsmouth, names 
him among those whose property etc. was to be protected while they 
were with the King in foreign parts. 

The arrangement thus indicated was probably reversed soon after; 
for in July 1230, the King of Connaught, hearing of the King's 
absence in France, attacked the English in Ireland, and was defeated 
with enormous loss by Geoffirey de Mariscis, the Viceroy, two di- 
visions of whose army were commanded by Walter de Lacy and 
Bichard de Burg.^ 

In 1231 Walter de Lacy was assessed to the scutage of Poitou, 
in respect of his seven Shropshire Fees, and paid a part of the charge. 
In 1232 he was excused his contribution to the Scutage of Elvein. 
About the year 1233 died Gilbert, the only son and the heir-ap- 
parent of Walter de Lacy. He left a son, Walter, and two daugh- 
ters, by his wife Isabella, daughter of Ralph Bigot; which Isabella 
surviving him, had before April 11, 1234, remarried to John fitz 

18.39.40 cia^^ u^ 39^ 64^ 67. i «.44 cia^^ u^ 2O6, 182. 

«i • 43 aam. II, 104, 125. I « Mattkew Paru, I, 366 (Watts). 
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Geofirey. A Patent of that date assigns to her and to him the Castle 
and Honour of fiwyas-Lacy^ as Isabella's dower out of the estate of 
her former husband. 

I have said that Gilbert de Lacy left at his decease a son Walter. 
This &ct, hitherto unnoticed by any Genealc^ist^ is embodied in a 
Charter which belongs to the yery year at which our nanratiye has 
arrived. The said Charter moreover informs us that the elder 
Walter de Lacy was that year in Ireland : it tells us too of the 
kingly state which he kept there^ and how meanwhile he managed 
his English estates^ and especiaUy his great Castle of Ludlow.^ 

On the 1st of August 1234^ Walter de Lascy^ being at Trim in 
Ireland; certifi^ that he has given and conceded to William de 
Lucy^ for his homage and service^ the Stewardship (ScenescalUiam) 
of all the lands which he (Walter) then had^ or might by any chance 
have^ in England. Likewise he gives to the same William two caru- 
cates of the demesne of his Castle of Lodel^we. The said William 
and his heirs were to hold the said Stewardship and land^ of the 
Grantor and his heirs^ in fee. In consideration of the said two 
carucates, William and his heirs were to be Constables of Lodelawe 
Castle^ which they should keep, or cause to be kept, at their own 
cost for ever. They were further to maintain a Chaplain, a Porter, 
and two Sentinels there, as they had been maintained aforetime. 
This was to be the Rule when the Grantor or his heirs proposed to 
make any short stay at Ludlow Castle ; but, in time of hostility, 
the Grantor and his heirs should garrison the Castle, and theGrantee 
and his heirs should remain in the Outer Bailey, so long as such 
garrison should be there.^^ The Grantee and his heirs were further 
to take, in the Grantor's absence, such rates {priscui), taxed upon 
bread and beer, in the mil of Ludelawe, as the Grantor had been 
accustomed to take, or could lawfully take, when present. The re- 
pairs which William de Lucy and his heirs were to do at the walls 
and dwellings of the Castle, were to be at the Grantor's cost, under 
view (i. e. valuation) of two lawful men of the ViU. The Grantee 
and his heirs should have fuel from the same Bo$c, as former Con- 



« Dugdale's MSS. K, fo. 19.— from a 
Charter in poasesBioxi of Sir Thomas 
Luoj of Oherlcote, in 1688. 

^ This version of the passage differs 
considerably from Dugdalo's, aa given 
page 502 of his MUtory of Warwickshire 
(Thomas* Edition). I have preferred to 
follow Dogdale's transcript of the original 
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renewed the mistake in aaotiier fimn. 
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stables. If William or his heirs^ by command of the Grantor or 
his heirs^ should go anywhither on the Grantor's territory to hold a 
Courts to audit accomits^ or expedite other of the Grantor's affairs^ 
they should be provided in all necessaries of food and drink for 
themselves and five horses. Further the Grantor would provide^ 
for the Grantee and his heirs male, all garments and accoutrements 
as for a Knight of his own household. Lastly, if Walter son of 
Gilbert de Lascy, when -he should be of age, should wish to have 
the aforesaid two carucates in his own hand, he should give the 
Grantee a fair equivalent elsewhere. 

This Charter was witnessed by Sir Richard Bishop of Meath, Sir 
Gteoffirey de Marisco,^ Symon de Lascy, Almaric de|Lascy, Sjrmon 
de Tylleshope, Michael de Criktot, Philip de Wichecot, Hugh de 
Stanton then Chancellor to Walter de Lacy, and William de Ponte 
Clerk, the Notary who drew up the Deed. It was attested by the 
Grantor's seal, charged with a simple Fesse, the well-known cogni- 
zance of his House. 

At Michaelmas 1235, and Easter 1236, the Aid in marriage of 
the King's Sister was assessed on eig?U fees of Walter de Lacy in 
Shropshire. The first moiety of 8 merks was paid by hand of Ro- 
bert de Stanton.** On the 24th of February, 1241, the King had 
heard of Walter de Lacy's decease, and ordered the Sheriffs of 
Herefordshire and Shropshire to take custody of his lands.^^ Mat- 
thew Paris dates the death of Walter de Lacy as about Easter 
1241.^^ In his old-age he had lost his sight, and suffered from 
many other infirmities. The Chronicler justly gives him the pre- 
eminence among all the Nobles of Ireland, and adds sententiously, 
but not accurately, that he left his inheritance to be divided among 
his dimghtera}^ 

Walter son of Gilbert, and Grandson of Walter de Lacy, died in 
infancy between the years 1234 and 1241. The heirs of Walter de 
Lacy Senior, were his two Granddaughters Matilda and Mai^aret, 
of whom I shall speak presently. His wife Mai^aret survived him, 
and on June 25, 1241, had respite of a debt of £12. which she 
owed the King for certain chattels which she had had out of the 
estate of her deceased husband.^ A Writ-Close of November 



^ He hftd now oeased to be Viceroy of 
Ireland. 

« TeHa de NwiU, pp. 61, 60. Five 
>ind a half merks more were paid by the 
Tenants of Lacy's li ief in 1242 {Mot Ftp. 



26 Hen. III). 

» Rot, Mmum, I, 387. 

« 3f. Paris, p. 662 (Watts). 
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27, 1241, assigns to the said Margaret a part of her dower in 
Ludlow. 

I aow arrive at a somewhat difficult subject, — ^rendered so, partly 
by an accidental similarity of names, partly by the errors of former 
Writers. Instead of commenting unnecessarily on these errors, I 
will follow my usual plan of quoting authentic Records in chrono- 
logical' sequence. Where such Records exist, the conclusions which 
they suggest will seldom be found, uncertain or untrue. 

On February 19, 1244, the King commands the Sheriff of Here- 
fordshire to Talue and make equal partition of the lands, late Wal- 
ter de Lacy's, in that County, and to deliver one portion thereof to 
Peter de Oeneira and Matilda his wife, granddaughter {neptem), and 
one of the Coheirs of the said Walter. The other portion, belong- 
ing to Matilda^s Sister, was to be as yet retained in the King's 
hand." 

Peter de Geneva, here mentioned, was a Proven9al of mean birth, 
but a great &vourite with King Henry III, who having the Ward- 
ship of the granddaughters of Walter de Lacy, gave the eldest in 
marriage to this Foreigner.^^ 

On March 15, 1244, the King commands Johnle Strai^, Justice 
of Chester, to deliver to Peter de Geneva " the Castle of Ludlow, 
which belonged to the said Peter's wife.'^^ A Certificate of June 
25, 1245, shows that the King had allowed to Peter de Creneva 
£100. per annum at the Exchequer, till certain portions of his wife's 
inheritance should be delivered to him {donee dote^'^ de hsrediiate 
uxoris STUB deliberentur). This annuity was now being commuted 
for Crown-grants of another kind, not relevant to our subject.^ 
In this same year, seven knights^-fees in Shropshire were assessed, 
in the name of Walter de Lacy, to the Aid in marriage of the King's 
daughter. The assessment was £7., whereof Mai^aret de Lacy 
(Walter's Widow, I presume) paid £5., and £2. remained due. The 
Scutage of Oannok, at 3 merks per fee, was also assessed in 1246 
on Walter de Lacy, but no instalment on this debt of £14. was 
paid at the time. 

Meanwhile, that is, on December 19, 1245, it appears that nearly 
£1000. had been owing by Walter de Lacy to certain Jews, whose 



M Bot. FUUum, I, 846, 418. 

» MaUh. Parit (Watts), I, 771. The 
Historian erroneously calls Matilda de 
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» Patent, 28 Hen. Ill, tub die. 
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assets were now the King's. The King excused Peter de Greneva 
and Matilda his wife their moiety of this debt ; but the moiety of 
John de Verdun and Margery his wife (Lacy's other Coheir) was 
to be by them accounted for.^' 

In 1248-9, Peter de Greneva was appointed Governor of Wind- 
sor and two other Royal Castles *^ but in the course of the latter 
year he died.*^ Consistently with this date, in October 1249, we 
find Matilda de Lacy singly impleaded at Westminster, by the Widow 
of one of her Shropshire Tenants^ for dower.** Matilda de Lacy 
had issue by Peter de Geneva a son and a daughter ; but it is evi- 
dent that the former died in infancy. She remarried to Geofirey de 
G^nevill, whom Dugdale (misled by the similarity of the names 
Geneva and Genevill) has erroneously set down to be her Son. The 
first that I hear of Geoffrey de Grenevill is in October 1253, when 
he and Matilda his wife appear as having jointly the Seigneury of 
the same Shropshire Manor, for dower in which Matilda had been 
singly impleaded in 1249.^ Geoffirey de Genevill or Joinville was 
of the town so named in Champagne. He was son of Simon de 
Joinville by his second wife Beatrice of Burgundy. His usual style 
was Joinville de Vaucolour to distinguish him (says my authority®*), 
from his Brother Sir John de Joinville, of whom 1 shall say some- 
thing hereafter. 

On September 18, 1254, King Henry III, by Patent, restored to 
Geoffirey de Gyanvill the Castle of Trim in Ireland, cls the right of 
Matilda de LcLcy his wifefi'^ In this same year the Aid for knight- 
ing Prince Edward was put in charge ; but the Shropshire Fees of 
Lacy were not mentioned in the Assessment for that County. 

It is clear to me that at this time no final partition had been made 
between the Coheirs of Lacy. As to Ludlow Castle, I suppose it to 
have been in the hands of G^offirey de Genevill, but the Inquisitions 
of 1255 do not so much as mention his name. Those Records how- 
ever give us a very vague account of things which pertained to the 

w Mot Fimtm, I, 4d7, 445. 

• DugdaU'M Barfmagejie&, 

*> Matthew PariB expressly gives 1249 
as the date of Peter de Genera's death. 
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Castle of Ludlow/' that is^ I presume^ of the variouB Tenements in 
Shropshire which were chai^ed^ or had customarily been charged^ 
with services of Castle-guard or other dues to the Lords of Ludlow. 
Two knights'-fees in Stoke Say, half a fee in Wootton, land yield- 
ing 20«. rent in Onibury and Walton^ a fourth part of a fee in 
Downton, a fee in Hopton Cangeford, a fee in Bitterley, half a fee 
in Rushbury, half a fee in Kenley, half a fee in Henley, a fee in 
(Qreat) Sutton and Wichcott, a fee in Middleton by Bitterley, a 
fourth part of a fee in Pole, — these were stated or implied to be ap- 
purtenances of Ludlow Casile. In the same category we have also, 
— eight virgates in Hakes (now Bock) held by the Hospitallers of 
Ludlow in. frank almoign ; — ^various other tenements in Hakes whose 
issues were apportioned to the dower of Mai^ry de Lacy ;" two 
virgates in Wigley, for which Robert Duvile, the Tenant, owed 
fifteen days' ward in the Tower of Ludlow Castle, in war-time; — 
twelve acres in Wigley, for which he paid 2s, rent (also apportioned 
to Margery de Lacy's dower) ; — ^two carucates of land in Ludlow- 
fields, part of the same dower ; — the Old Vivary which paid a pound 
of wax at the Casile on St. Mary Magdalene's day ; — ^a rent of ISd, 
for a messuage; another of a pair o{ forces {sic) for a parcel of land; 
other rents of, — a spur, a pound of pepper, two several pounds of 
cumin^ and 44. in money, arising respectively from a parcel of land, 
a vii^te of land, two shops {soldo), and a Smithy; — these were the 
items which completed the incongruous list.^^ 

Writs of military Summons addressed to Geoffirey de Gcnevile in 
1256 and 1260 show him recognised in the position of a Baron- 
Marcher of Shropshire. On June 11, 1260, we at length hear that 
partition of Weobley and Ludlow was made by Charter, between 
Greofl&^y de Genevill and John de Verdon,*® but the particulars are 
not preserved. We must learn the same from subsequent Records. 
In the same year the Scutage of Wales was assessed on no part of 
Lacy's Shropshire Barony, but John de Yerdon appears under 
military summons as a Baron-Marcher. On December 24, 1263, 
John de Yerdon was named with Roger de Mortimer, John fitz 
Alan, James d'Audley, and Hamo le Strange as one of the King's 
Commissioners for Keeping the Peace in the Counties of Salop and 
Stafford. His subsequent loyalty proved him worthy of a place 
in such a fraternity. He shared also in their misfortunes; for 

* Widow of Walter, I presume. • Additional MSS. (Brit. Museum), 

«' Rot. hundred. TI, 69 and 80, col- No. 6041, fo. xxxvij. 
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daring the rebellion which ensued^ his Warwickshire Castle of Bran- 
don was demolished by the Barons' party .^^ 

One of the Chroniclers (Rishanger)^ relating the events which 
followed the Battle of Lewes^ and which closed the year 1264^ speaks 
of a series of successes won by Simon de Montfort against the 
Western Barons. Backed by Lewellyn he first took the Castles of 
Hereford and Haye and devastated with fire and sword the estates 
of BiOger de Mortimer of Wigmore. Hugh de Mortimer of Richard's 
Castle surrendered that fortress and his own person to the Earl. Lud- 
low Castle was in turn reduced. Finally at Montgomery^ Roger de 
Mortimer was constrained to come to terms with Montfort^ and^ as 
we are told^ gave hostages in pledge of his peaceful intentions.^^ 

There mav be some doubt whether these statements are not ex- 
aggerated. Their Author, was a zealous anti-royalist^ a believer too 
in the miracles and the sainthood of Simon de Montfort. The Con- 
tinuaiion of Matthew Paris (a Chronicle supposed to be another 
work of the same Rishangelr) repeats the story of Montfort's cam- 
paign with very little variation^ — except that it places the whole 
series of events in the commencement of 1265.^^ On the whole I 
think it probable that about this period Ludlow Castle was actually 
won by the Barons ; for Rishanger enumerates Lodelawe among the 
places which were reduced by the Lords Marchers immediately after 
Prince Edward's escape from Hereford and before the Battle of 
Evesham.^^ Rishanger's admission of the recapture of Ludlow is 
perhaps the best proof of his veracity in r^urd to its previous cap- 
ture. 

After these troubles^ viz. in January^ 1266^ a Writ of the King 
orders that all Law-Suits wherein John de Verdon was Plaintifi*, 
should be postponed till Easter Term.''^ A partition of all the fees 
pertaining to the Barony of Lacy seems eventually to have been 
made between GeoflBrey de Genevill and John de Verdon. The lat- 
ter^ whose remaining history I will now give^ accompanied Prince 
Edward in the Crusade of 1270. His wife Margery de Lacy was 
already deceased, and^ about a year after his departure, his eldest 
son by her, viz. Nicholas de Verdon, died also. It is evident that 
during John de Verdon's absence this Nicholas was to stand seized 
of a part of his Mother's Barony. Accordingly, on his death, a 
King's Writ, dated August 5, 1271, ordered the Inquisitions usual 

® Ihtgdale'8 Baronage, I, p. 473. (Ed. Watts), p. 997. 
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on the death of a Tetumi in capite to be taken. By one Jury he 
was found to have died seized of the Castle of Ewyas Lacy ; by an- 
other, of half the Barony of Weobley ; by a third, of half the Borough 
of Ludlow. In his moiety of Ludlow were rents of £10. 4*. in mo- 
ney, half a pound o{ pepper, and two pounds of cumin. He also had 
had a share of the tolls, and 7s. of the rents termed forinaec. Of 
land without the Borough he had held 23 acres in demesne, and had 
had half the proceeds of four Mills, equal to £13. per annum. He 
had owed the services of 7i knights' -fees to the Crown. His heir 
was his Brother Theobald, now 28 years of age and over.^ On Sep- 
tember 18, the King received the homage of the said Theobald, and 
ordered the Escheator ciira Trent, to give him seizin of, all his de- 
ceased Brother's lands, after taking security for his Belief.^ 

Edward, now King of England, returned from his Crusade in 
August 1274. Whether John de Yerdon came home before or with 
the King does not appear. On October 17 following, he was de- 
ceased, and the usual Writ of Diem clausit extremum set the In- 
quests in motion. The particulars of his Manor of Stoke-upon- 
Tern I reserve to a more fitting occasion. He is described as hav- 
ing died seized of a moiety of Ludlow, in terms which contain not 
the slightest allusion to the previous seizin of his two Sons there. 
Twenty-three acres of demesne, £10. 10^. of assized rents, £13. for 
n share of the Mills, £8. for pleas, perquisites of Court, and Fairs, — 
these with other items yielded a total income of £31. 17«. 8J., which 
constituted his share of Ludlow. Under him Sir Stephen de Buter- 
ley had held 1^ fees, Philip de Clinton \ a fee, Roger de Burchull 
\ fee, and the Preceptor of the Templars of Lidley \ a fee. Ludlow 
or Lod, as it is written, was accounted to be a member of Weobley, 
and Yerdon's whole moiety of the Barony of Weobley and Ewyas 
was held by service of 7\ knights'-fees due to the Crown. Theobald, 
son and heir of the deceased Baron, is said by one Jury to be of full 
age, by another to be more than 22, while we know that he was at 
least 26 years of age.^* 

The Ludlow Jurors of November 26, 1274, spoke of two recent 
Escheats which had befallen Yerdon's moiety of the Manor. John 
fitz Aer, Escheator for Henry III, had held it from August 10 to 
September 29, 1271, receiving 41«. of the issues thereof during that 
period. This was after the death of Sir Nicholas de Yerdon; whilst 
since the death of Sir John de Yerdon, which took place on October 

73 Inquisitions, 56 Hen. Ill, No. 27. i ^* InquisUions, 2 £dw. I, 'So, 34. 
7» Hot Fittium, II, 548. | 
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21 last/^ the King had had the said moiety again in hia hand^ but 
of the receipts therefrom the Jurors knew nothing J* 

John de Verdon^ I should observe, had remarried after the death 
of Margery de Lacy, and his second wife Alianore survived him. 
For the career of his son Theobald and an account of his later de- 
scendants I refer elsewhere J^ 

I now return to Oeoffirey de OeneviU who, being second husband 
of Matilda de Lacy, enjoyed, in her right, the Castle and the other 
moiety of the Manor of Ludlow.— On September 14, 1267, King 
Henry III, being at Shrewsbury, renewed to the said GeoflBrey and 
Matilda and at their request, his former Charter concerning the 
Castle of Trim in Ireland.^^ At Michaelmas in the same year 
Geoffrey de G^nevill granted the Manor of Stanton, to Dame Ca- 
therine de Lacy (she was his wife's Aunt), on certain conditions and 
for a termJ^ 

It was also, I presume, in the year 1267 that " GreoflBrey de Gren- 
vill, with the assent and firee-will of Matilda de Lacy his wife, gave 
to the Prioress and Convent of Acombury a moiety of four Mills in 
Lodelowe, with the Suits thereof, also half a merk rent receivable 
from the tenements of seven Burgesses of Lodelowe, as an equiva- 
lent for lands worth 20 merks per annum, which the said Geofirey 
and Matilda were thereafter to provide for the Grantees in some 
place nearer to their Convent. Witnesses, — Sirs Robert Walerund, 
John de Balun, Walter de Balun, and William de Colevill, Knights, 
and Brother Walter, Prior of Lanthony the first.** 

On September 22, 1267, Matilda de Lacy came before the King's 
Justices then sitting at Shrewsbury, and conceded to the Prioress of 
Acombury the above grants of herself and her husband Geoflfrey.®^ 

It would seem that the Prioress of Acombury was not contented 
with these securities ; for in Michaelmas Term 1269 she fines one 
merk pro licentid concordandi cum Galfrido de Genevill et Matildd 
uxorCy deplacito warantuB carta; that is, she had sued them, amic- 
ably or otherwise, for a further warranty, and now moved the Court 
for license to levy a Fine.®* Habent Cyrograpkum are the words 
added to denote the acquiescence of the Court. Nor is the Fine thus 
levied wanting from its proper repository. It purports to be levied 



73 The same day is given for John de 
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low^ in point of antiquity^ ranks second only to Shrewsbuiy. In 
treating of this question I must appeal to a species of historical 
evidence, very satisfactory in itself, but so seldom available, that I 
have not, in these pages, had occasion as yet to allude thereto. — I 
mean the evidence of Coins. 

Our Anglo-Saxon Monarchs permitted or encouraged Mintmen 
to exercise their craft in every quarter of the Kingdom. It is pro- 
bable that these Artisans were controlled in their operations by some 
central authority. A passage in King Canute's Laws further inti- 
mates that each Mintman worked under the surveillance of the 
Gerefa or Reeve of the Town in which he resided ; for in Towns only 
were they permitted to dwell. 

Athelstan was the first Anglo-Saxon King in whose reign ttie 
money was generally stamped with the name of its place of coinage. 
In his reign Shrewsbury had its Moneyers ; and Coins of Edgar, 
Ethelred II, Canute, Edward the Confessor, and Harold 11, are 
known to have been minted at Shrewsbury. It does not as yet ap- 
pear that any money was coined at Ludlow so early as the reign of 
Athelstan, but the subsequent series is more complete than that of 
Shrewsbury. Coins were struck by Ludlow Moneyers in the reigns 
of Edgar, Edward II, Ethelred II, Canute, Harold I, and Edward 
the Confessor. In all cases the name of the place is given, either 
as Ludf Luda, or Lude.^ Some other coins stamped Ludan, Ludo, 
and Lyda, are not taken into this account, nor will I venture to 
say that one of William the Conqueror's coins, stamped Ludeie, came 
from a Ludlow Mintman. I believe that no later coin which can 
possibly be ascribed to a Ludlow Moneyer has been discovered. The 
licensed coinage of this Borough therefore ceased in or before the 
reign of William I, viz. at or about the very period when, on inde- 
pendent historical grounds, we should have expected it to cease. 

The Propositus said by Domesday to be resident at Lude, must 
be taken as the Reeve, or Chief-Officer of the Borough, under Roger 
de Lacy. After that period we have no allusion to the municipal 
affairs of Ludlow till the reign of Henry II, and then I can find 
but three. The first of these is in the year 1 180, when William de 
Ludelaw (perhaps Provost here) was amerced £2. 6s. Sd. by Ranulf 
de Glanvill, because he wrongfully seized a pack-horse belonging to 
the Knights Templars.^ Some question of toll on the one hand, 

" For most of these particalan I refer ^ <' Quia cepit equUaiuram TempHa- 

to IMUiai^s AnnaU of the Coinage^ Vol. riorum injwte." 
I, p. 131, et seq, ; Vol. IT, p. 209. 
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and the immunities of this privileged Order on the other^ had, I 
condiLde^ given rise to this decision. It is very remarkable that 
the two other instances in which Ludlow occurs in this reign should 
both refer to matters of coinage. I could imagine that local tradi- 
tion had preserved some knowledge of the coining which had for- 
merly been permitted there, and that some of the inhabitants were 
tempted to use this knowledge for unlawful purposes. I should pre- 
mise that owing to the adulterated state of the coinage, Henry II, 
in 1180 or 1181, called in the old money and issued new.^^ It does 
not appear that trading with the old money was at once made illegal, 
but I could quote several instances to show that the legal value of 
the old money became from 10 to 20 per cent, lower than that of 
the new. Consequently traders, who used old money as equal in 
value to the new^ acted fraudulently. There was an Assize, or Law, 
for the purpose of restraining such practices, and, though the 
Statute itself seems to be lost, the Pipe-Bolls of that period give 
us several instances of its application. Among others the Hereford- 
shire Pipe-Roll of 1183 records the following amercements by Tho- 
mas fits Bernard and his associate Justices. — '^ Boger de Ludelaw 
owes six merks of old money, of which he was an Exchanger;^' 
and again *' Boger Young (Juvenis), of Ludelaw, renders account 
of 20 merks because he bought and sold with old money, contrary 
to the Assize,'^ that is, without properly allowing for its depreciated 
worth. The latter delinquent had probably traded to some effect, 
for he was able to pay 14 merks of his Fine at once. 

In 1187 Bobert Marmion and his Associates visiting Shropshire, 
amerced Herbert Provost of Ludelaw £5, His offence was that 
he had not produced before the Justices a certain Money-foi^r, who 
had lodged in his Borough.^ I have already mentioned the cotem- 
porary amercement of Hugh de Esketot for not producing a certain 
woman who had dealings with Money-foigers.'® His penalty is fol-. 
lowed by those of Boger Young {Juvenis) in 15 merks, William 
the Moneyer (Monetarius) in 5 merks, and Walter Smith (Faber) 
in 8 merks, for the same offence. One of these persons certainly, 
and all probably, were Burgesses of Ludlow. 

At the Assizes of 1203 the Vill of Ludelawe appeared as an in- 
dependent Liberty, but no presentments of its Jurors are entered 
on the Boll. The Justices amerced Basilia de Ludelowe half a merk 
for breaking some assize ; also Boger the Moneyer, and William the 

91 Suding (ut supra, Yol. I, p. I7l). I narium coram JiuHciariiM** 
« ''Quia non habmt hoapitem faUo- I « Supra, Vol. IV, p. 368. 
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Moneyer his Brother^ were amerced 9 mcrks and 20f . for a like 
olFence. These three names follow each other on the Boll^ and I 
think that these two Moneiarii were of the Ludlow fiemiily so named. 
At the same Assizes Walter de Muc^ros essoigns himself against 
William Clerk of Ludlow^ in ^plea of appeal. This plea was alto- 
gether withdrawn soon after. It appears that a certain Richard 
Anceps (Fowler) lodging in the house of Edelina de Ludlow^ had 
risen in the night and carried off all the plunder he could collect. 
The VUl of Ludlow followed him with hue and cry {levato clamore) 
and he was killed. William Clerk had fined 8 merks to have an 
Inquest held as to his share in the matter. He was now pronounced 
blameless. This affair is placed among the presentments of Muns- 
low Hundred. At the Assizes of 1221 the VUl of Ludelawe ap- 
peared by its Provost and twelve Jurors. No special entry was made 
of their presentments. 

On December 17, 1282, a Patent issued conferring &cilities for a 
plan of enclosing the Town of Ludlow with a Wall. At Robert de 
Lexinton's Eyre in 1240, the following amercement was recorded. 
'^ The whole foreign Court {Curia forimeca) of Walter de Lacy of 
Ludelauwe, except the Borough, renders account of 15 merks for two 
Robbers wrongfully released.'^ The Curia forinseca here spoken of, 
was probably that of Stanton Lacy Liberty: if so, the distinction from 
the Borough Court i& well shown. Half the fine was paid in 124s2. 
It appears that in 1252 the Men of Montgomery having obtained a 
Charter of Privileges from the King, had used the said Charter to 
the disadvantage of the Men of Ludlow. A Writ of August 20th 
in that year directs that it shall be ascertained by Inquest ''what 
Franchises the Men of Ludlow had enjoyed in the King's Town of 
Montgomery previous to the said Charter ?" The answer was that 
at all previous periods the Men of Ludlow had exercised all manner 
of trading at Montgomery, and had both bought and sold as freely 
as the Men of Montgomery themselves, without paying any toll and 
without suffering any hindrance.^ 

The Inquisition of 1255 tells us nothing of any customs or pri- 
vileges exercised by the Municipality of Ludlow. The &ct of a 
separate Inquisition being taken, shows of itself that this was an 
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independent Jurisdiction. In 1256 the Borough of Ludlaw ap- 
peared at the Assizes by its Bailiff^ Richard de Chabenoure, and 
twelve Jurors. A Patent of July 1260 empowers GeoflBrey de Gene- 
viU to levy customs^ or murage, for five years^ towards walling the 
Town. Similar Patents for Murage at Ludlow occur in 1267, 1272 
(where Theobald de Verdon is the Patentee), 1280, 1285, 1290, 
1294 (where Geoffirey de Genevill is again the Patentee), 1801, and 
1304. 

To return, — on October 1, 1267, John de laLynde, a King's Jus- 
tice, presided at an Inquisition at Ludlow. The case was one of 
homicide in self-defence ; but the man tried, as well as the Jurors, 
belonged to a distant part of the County. Perhaps therefore the 
visit of John de la Lynde was for the general purposes of Assize, 
and in continuation of his recent sittings at Shrewsbury. It is the 
only instance which I have found of Ludlow being thus visited. At 
the Assizes of 1272 the Borough of Ludlow was represented by 
Richard de Momele (its chief Bailifif) and twelve Jurors. At the 
Inquisition of 1274 the Jurors of this Borough had various acts of 
oppression and extortion to complain of, as committed against mem- 
bers of their community by public Officers or the Retainers of neigh- 
bouring Barons. John Baril, late Under-Sherifi* of the County, 
Hugh de Dudmaston, and Thomas de Grete, sometime Bailiffs of 
Munslow Hundred, John de Blecchedon Constable of Wigmore, 
William Mauveysin Constable of Richard^s Castle, John de Aqua 
Constable of Corfham, the Serjeants {servientes) of Mimslow Hun- 
dred, the Bailiffs and Foresters of Wigmore, — all these had committed 
some injustice on the Borough, its liberties, or inhabitants. I will 
give one or two specimens of these complaints. — ^There was a quarrel 
between the Community of Ludlow and William le Gtu'diner, a 
Fellow-Bui^ess. The latter sheltered himself under the patronage 
{advocacionem) of Sir Rc^er de Mortimer (of Wigmore). Then 
came the Bailiffs and Serjeants of Wigmore, and entering on the 
Liberty and free demesne of the Lords of Ludlow, took the cattle 
feeding therein, and drove the said cattle to Bromfield, where, by 
the said driving, a certain heifer, worth 4^., was lost. Again — On 
St. Laiirence's-day (Aug. 10) 1274, at Ludlow Fair, Arnold de 
Brondesleg, with his Son, and with Luke Beadle of Cleobury (Mor- 
timer) arrested, and proposed to take away and imprison at Cleo- 
bury, Roger Tyrel, Custos of Caldeford Gate. Roger's offence was 
that he would not allow these men to pass the said gate with the 
oxen which they had purchased in the Fair, unless they produced their 
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tallies ; he, Roger^ being posted at the gate and sworn in (oft this 
very duty. Hereapon the three wounded him in such a way as to 
draw bloody and took from him some chattel^*^ worth 12d. But 
Thomas de Wulfreslauwe^ Bailiff of Ludlow^ came up with his Ser- 
jeants and found the trio taking off the said Roger like a Prisoner^ 
and within the Liberties of the Town ; — and the Bailiff would fain 
have released him, when Hugh de Donvill, then Bailiff of Stottesden 
Hundred, with a great posse, interfered, intending to arrest and take 
away the Bailifis (of Ludlow) and their Serjeants, and when he 
(Donvill) was unable to do this, he took from them some article^ 
worth Sd., by violence and force. Again, — John de Aqua, Con* 
stable of Corfham, extorted fit>m Richard de Olreton, a Burgess of 
Ludlow, 45«. 7d. on the following pretext : — A cart of Sir John 6if- 
fard^s was driving through Ludlow and smashed a certain caldron ; 
the carter not having wherewithal to pay the damage, voluntarily 
gave up a horse out of his team, so that the aforesaid Richard (owner 
of the Caldron) was recompensed. But when the said John de Aqua 
heard of the affair, he caused the cattle of Dame Sibil de Olreton at 
Clee St. Margaret, to be attacked ;- --and detained the said cattle 
eight days till (Richard de Olreton) fined 60s. for his act ; of which 
fine as aforesaid he had, under constraint, already paid 45«. 7d,^ 

An Inquest taken in September 1283, shows that Ludlow had 
the usual privilege of a firee Borough, viz. that the corporate body 
was sufficient for the discharge of certain responsibilities which in 
unchartered towns were an excuse for the interference of a Sheriff, 
an Escheator, or other Officer of the Crown. A messuage in Lud- 
low, late in the tenure of a convicted Felon, was, according to Law, 
the King's, for a year and a day ; — after which Term it ought to 
revert to the Tenant, holding over the outlaw. The question in 
this instance was whether the messuage formerly held by John de 
Brumesgrove, a Felon, under Agnes widow of Gilbert le Mareschal, 
had so been in the King's hands for a year and a day. The answer 
was in the affirmative; that is, the Borough of Ludlow held the pre* 
mises, and was answerable to the Crown for the issues thereof.^ 
An Escheator's Roll, about a.d. 1325, supplies an instance of a con- 
trary kind, viz. where the Crown interfered in the concerns of Lud- 
low in a summary, and, as I think, a most vexatious manner. — ^Theo- 
bald de Verdon, late TenantAn-capite of half the Ft//, had conveyed 
to one Nicholas de Rughton 7 acres in Ludlow, without .first ob- 
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taming a license fix>m the Crown. The premises had been confis- 
cated on this ground^ and were still in the hands of the E^cheator^ 
who accounts 68. 8rf. for the issues thereof.*® 

I now return to an earlier period, and propose to give the names 
and some other particulars of the principal Burgesses of Ludlow 
in the thirteenth Century. — 

In 1210 we have three Fines whereby Warin de Grendon, Plain- 
tiff^ quit-claims three several thirds of a Messuage in Ludlow to 
Andrew fitz Milo^ William Falconer, and Roger fitz Osbert, who 
pay the said Warin 3 merks each. Gilbert Young {Juvenis) was an 
Attorney in the case. 

In Trinity Term 1220, Adam de Dublin and Agnes his wife, re- 
mit their claim on a third part of a messuage in Ludelaw for 10»., 
given by Alan Swein, Robert Faber^ and another.^ 

At the Assizes of 1221 it appeared that a certain Hugh had for- 
merly given to William Faber of Stanton a merk in irank-marriage 
with his daughter Hawise, " according to the Law ofBretoil;'^ i, e. 
Bristol;^ but Hugh, not having the merk at hand, mortgaged half 
a messuage in Ludlow for that sum, to his said son-in*law. After- 
wards Nicholas Bum, the son of Hugh, and therefore the Brother of 
Hawise, redeemed this mortgage, and then enfeoffed Wimund fitz 
Wimund in the whole messuage. On William Faber's death Hawise 
remarried to Soger Faber of Stanton, and the two sued Wimund 
fitz Wimund as having no ingress in the premises save through 
William Faber, whom, whilst living, his wife Hawise could not con- 
tradict. They asserted in short that the half messuage had been 
given out-and-out to Hawise in frank-marriage, not mortgaged only. 
The Jury found otherwise ; so Wimund and Nicholas were dismissed 
sine die} 

At these same Assizes, Roger fitz Milo sued Robert fitz Roald for 
half a messuage in Ludlow, but the latter did not appear.^ 

In October 1227, Amicia widow of G^ofirey Dames, remits for 
16^. to Nicholas Fisher {Pistor) her claim to dower, viz. to one-third 
of a messuage in Ludlow. 

In Michaelmas Term 1232 (if I rightly date the Roll), Cecilia 
widow of Simon fitz Adam sues Henry Mile, Walter fitz Walter 
and Dionisia his wife, for a third of a messuage in Ludlow as her 
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dower. The Defendants appeared not.^ In 1255 the following was 
the Jury-List for Ludelawe^ — viz. Geoffirey Andrew, Peter Milesant, 
William de Radnor, Thomas Minch, William le Folur, Soger de 
Olreton, William de Olreton, Walter de Brug, Richard Sparke, 
William Mile, Henry le Wantur, William Harang. — 

The Inquisition also mentions Richard Eiliich (a Clerk), John 
Trie, Thomas de Doddinghop, William Fisher, Thomas de Herford 
(a Clerk), and Richard de Ronton, apparently as inhabitants of the 
Borough, and as either prosecutors of, or sufferers from, illegal suits 
and demands. At the Assizes of January 1256, Geoffirey fitz An- 
drew, Peter Milisent, William de Radnor, Thomas Mympe, Richard 
Balls, William Coterel, Geoffrey le Dunan, Henry fitz Meiade, 
Ralph Gh>ldsmith, Roger Feremon, Nicholas Fisher, and Roger de 
Hesford (Ashford) were the Ludlow Jurors. At these Assizes Mar- 
tin Bussard and Maigery his wife, with Agnes fitz Walter of Ste- 
vinton. Plaintiffs, renounce for half a merk their suit against Henry 
Wade, Petronilla his wife, and Richard fitz Peter, for a messuage 
in Ludlow, which they claimed under a writ de ingresm as the right 
of Margery and Agnes (probably Sisters).^ 

In Easter Term 1258 Robert de Ludelowe, Plaintiff, quit-cUmM 
for £2, %8. Sd. a messuage in Ludlow, to Nicholas fitz Stephen the 
Tenant.* In Hilary Term 1259 John le Mercer is suing Walter de 
Lyney for a Burgage in Ludlow ; and Matilda Widow of Roger 
Harang is suing William Harang, Roger fitz John Attegate, and 
others, for her dower, viz. thirds of several messuages, etc. in Lud- 
low .^ In August 1266 Peter Pallefrey has writs of mort d?ancestre 
and novel disseizin against Hugh de Midd and Alice his wife, for 
tenements in Ludlow. 

In Trinity Term 1269 Henry de Irelond and Agnes his wife, en- 
feoff (by Fine) Walter de Burweye in a messuage in Ludlow for 
10 merks. He is to hold of Henry and Agnes and the heirs of 
Agnes at \d. rent, and to perform all capital services. 

In Michaelmas Term 1269 Reginald fitz Stephen was stung Ro- 
bert Ailriche, Richard de Ruton, and others, for insulting him and 
besieging him in a house at Ludlow ; but he withdrew the chai^ 
and was in misericordid. The grounds of this quairel I shall state 
elsewhere. In 1270 William son of Petronilla de Ludlow has a writ 
of novel disseizin against his Brother Roger for a tenement in 
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Ludlow. In Easter Term 1271, Isolda Widow of William fitz 
Greofirey, sues Hemry le Masun for her dower, viz. half two mes- 
suages in Ludlow.^ 

In January 1272 Richard de Erleton, Essoignor of William de 
Erleton, failed to appear in a suit which he had against Nicholas 
Pywan for half a Burgage in Ludlow. The Defendant was there- 
fore dismissed sine die? 

In June 1272 John son of William le Paumer has a Writ of mort 
d^ancestre against Roger de Eylrich and others, for four messuages 
in Ludlow. At the Assizes, in October following, John le Espeter 
and Agnes his wife were named as the Plainti£fs in this suit, but did 
not prosecute it.* 

At these Assizes the Jurors for Ludlow were — William de Radnor, 
Roger Coterel, Reginald fitz Stephen, William Mutbert, Richard de 
Olreton, G^offirey de Leominster, Robert Clerk, Gervase de Plump- 
ton, Milo de Dinane, Roger le Scheremon, William le Gardin^, and 
John de Tutbury. Also at these Assizes Agnes Widow of Roger 
le Yonge sued William Pygeyn of Radenor for half a messuage in 
Ludlow as her marriage-portion. An Inquest was ordered to inves- 
tigate the case.^^ Also Roger de Weston and Margery his wife 
claimed one-third of a messuage in Ludlow as Margery's dower. 
The Tenant, Richard de la Noke, called William fitz Andrew de 
Pyre to warranty?^ — Also Roger le Mouneur recovered a messuage 
in Ludlow from William le Mouneur.^^ — Also Roger son of Roger 
le Moneur sued Henry le Mazun, Gilbert de Mortimer and Susanna 
his wife, and others, for various plots of ground in Ludlow.^^ Later 
at these Assizes in the case of Yonge versus Pygin, the latter got 
sentence in his favour showing himself to hold nothing except at 
the will of John de Verdun, whereas the Plaintiff averred him to 
have had ingress in consequence of a demise unlawfully made by 
her late husband, Roger le Yonge, to one Richard Atte-hay.^^ By 
a Fine of July 1, 1273, Gilbert le Marescall and Agnes his wife 
enfeoff Thomas Aylrich in a messuage in Ludlow, reserving a 
pepper-corn rent, and binding the Feoffee to the dischai^e of all 
capital services. Thomas gave 6 merks. On November 11, 1274, 
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Roger le Schiremon and Geoffi^y le Dynan were Jurors on a Lud- 
low Inquest. The Borough Inquisition of .November 26 following, 
was taken by Bc^r Coterel, Reginald fitz Stephen^ Richard de 
Olreton^ William le Gardiner (QiMere Gardiner) > William Modbert, 
Milo de Dynan^ WilUam le Muneur^ Robert Clerk, Geoffrey Leo- 
minster, Roger the Moneyer {Monetariua), Richard de Hulle, and 
William de Bradeston. Among Burgesses or other inhabitants of 
Ludlow, who had suffered from the oppressions of the time and dis- 
trict, were William fitz Sabur*, Geffrey Goldsmith, Thomas Trie, 
Reginald le Fulur, Elyas the Miller, Thomas fitz Roger, William de 
Cachesford, Robert Elyrich, William Palefirey, John Trie, and Henry 
Pigin, besides several of the Jurors themselves, and other Bur- 
gesses,^^ whom I have incidentally mentioned elsewhere! 

By Fine of Nov. 3, 1276, Richard son of GeoflBrey de Dynan, 
and Isolda Richard's wife, enfeoff Hugh le Tanur, in a messuage in 
Ludlow, for eight merks paid down, and a rent of one Rose, reserved 
to the Grantors and the heirs of Isolda. The following Ludlow 
Fines I may give in a more summary form. — 

October 1277. Robert le Keu de Appeleg and Johanna his wife 
enfeoff Philip fitz Stephen in a messuage and shop, at 1^. rent. 

October 1277. Hugh Brayn and Alice his wife enfeoff Philip fitz 
Stephen in a messuage, for 409. paid, and a id. rent. 

November 1277, Ralph son of Henry le Gkiunter, and Chnstiaua 
his wife, enfeoff Walter son of Walter fitz Philip, in a shop, for half 
a merk rent. 

Trinity Term, 1280. — William Gul and Cecilia his wife enfeoff 
Alan le Trippere in a messuage, whilst Alan enfeoffs them in an- 
other messuage, each party reserving a Bote-Bent but Alan also 
giving 10 merks. 

February 1281. — Reginald Bule and Alice his wife enfeoff Tho- 
mas son of Roger Pywar, in a messuage, for 16 merks paid, and a 
rent of one rose. 

Trinity Term 1281. — ^Philip le Bum and CeciUa his wife, quit- 
claim a messuage to Richard de Cachepol and Emma his wife, for 
2 merks. 

Same term. — Nicholas son of Rc^er Pywar, and Agnes his wife, 
enfeoff John le Pestur of Ashford in a messuage, for 20 merks paid, 
and a clove-rent. 

Trinity Term 1282. Nicholas Herebert and Emma his wife en- 
feoff Roger Bruton in a messuage, for 40*. — Rent, — one rose, 

I* Rot, Hundred. IT, 98-100. 
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Same Term. — William fitz Walkelin and Cecily his wife, enfeoflf 
Richard le Pestur of Ashford in a messuage, for 8 merks. — Rent, 
— tme Rose. 

Easter Term 1283. — Hugh Dru and Dionysia his wife, enfeoff 
William, son of Hugh le Teynturer in a messuage, for 40^. Rent, 
— a clove, 

June 1283. Thomas le Gaunter enfeoffs Peter le Furbur, Holde- 
bui^a his' wife, and the heirs of Peter, in two messuages, one shop 
and two shillings rent. Rent, — one Rose, and capital services re- 
served. 

Trinity Term 1283. Thomas de Corfton and Eve his wife, en- 
feoff Henry le Furbeur in two-thirds of two messuages. Rent, — one 
Rose, The remaining third (now held by Hugh Brayn .and Alice 
his wife, as the latter's dower in Eve*s inheritance) was also to re- 
vert to the Feoffee. 

Same Term. Richard dc Ronton and Alice his wife, enfeoff Ag- 
nes daughter of Roger de Ronton in a messuage, for 100*. Rent, 
— one Rose, 

February 1284. John Triye, Chaplain, enfeoffs Richard de Ru- 
ton in a messuage, for 100*. Rent, — one Rose, and capital services 
reserved. 

November 1285. Peter Purbet and Oldeburgh his wife, enfeoff 
Laurence de Ludlow in a messuage and shop in Ludlow ; — to hold of 
the Grantors and the heirs of Oldeburgh at a rent of on^ Rose, One 
sore'SparroW']ia.^k is said to be paid for this Grant. 

Easter Term 1289. Walter Pyrun of La Pole and Margery his 
wife, enfeoff Laurence de Lodelowe in a virgate in Lodelowe, with 
the same reserved rent as in the last Fine, and capital services. 

Same Term. John fitz Simon and Matilda his wife, enfeoff the 
same Laurence in another messuage, with similar reservations. 

June 1289. Hugh de Doddemore and Emma his wife, enfeoff 
Walter le Tyrpur and Cecily his vdfe in half a messuage. Rent, — 
one Rose, 

The famous Statute of Quia Emptor es passed in 18 Edward I 
(1290). It put a stop to the multitudinous and complex subinfeuda- 
tions of the previous age. Up to this time no tenant could give or 
sell his land vdthout creating a mesne-tenure, that is, he must re- 
serve something to himself, — a rent nominally or really sufficient to 
answer any claims which the superior Lord may have had on him- 
self as Feoffee. This statute directed that in all Sales and Feoff- 
ments of lands, the Feoffee should hold the same, not of his immc- 
V. 39 
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diate Feoffor, but of the Chief Lord of the Fee^ under whom such 
Feoffor had previously held. The result of this Statute is imme- 
diately seen in the Fines of the period. All the following convey 
tenements to the Grantees ; — ''to have and to hold of the Chief Lords 
of the Fee/^ and reserve nothing to the Feoffor whose interest of 
course vanishes. In short they represent absolute sales rather than 
mbmfeudations. — 

November 1290. William Schekenhurste and Alice his wife con- 
vey a Messuage in Ludlow to Roger Foliot who gives a 9ore hawk. 

Same date. William de Cleybury North and Alice his wife con- 
vey a messuage to Simon Parson of the Church of Butterleye for a 
similar consideration. 

November 1291. William le Belyatere and Agnes his wife con- 
vey a messuage to Roger Foliot for a similar consideration. 

October 1292. William de Leominster and Petronil his wife^ 
quU'Claim a messuage to Roger Py wan^ whom Laurence de Ludlow 
called to warranty thereof. 

November 1292. Dionysia^ daughter of Geofirey fitz Peter, for 
4 merks^ quit-claims a messuage to Geoffirey le Keu. 

Same date. Roger de Bromfeld and Matilda his wife convey to 
Geoffi^y Schorre^ Smith, and Margery his wife a messuage, for which 
a sore hawk purports to be paid. At the Assizes at which the three 
last Fines were levied, Roger de la Dene appeared as Chief Bailiff 
of the Borough of Ludlow. The Jurors were — Hemy de Lodelowe, 
Clerk, Henry Pygyn, Adam de Kayham, Thomas Eylrich, Nicholas 
Eylrich Junior, Richard de Cachepol, Adam de Lyneye, Andrew 
Blachod, William de Haltune, Thomas le Webbe, Henry le Fur- 
bisur, and Peter Gylmyn. 

Among the presentments of these Jurors was one which I believe 
reveals to us the original condition of the great and prosperous b^ 
mily of Ludlow. — Laurence de Ludlow, the Founder of that family, 
was, as I have shown under Stokesay, already Lord of that Manor 
and Castle. The Jurors of his native Town spoke of him in 1292 
in a very different capacity. He had been seUing cloth, contrary to 
the Assize. Doubtless then Laurence de Ludlow acquired his great 
wealth as a Ludlow clothier. There are other evidences that the 
trade of Ludlow was at this period very prosperous, but Laurence 
de Ludlow may be considered as the type of a class, the creature of 
a social change. It was not till the reign of Edward I that mer- 
cantile wealth could thus readily be exchanged for territorial im* 
portance. 
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Subsequently to the Assizes of 1292, the following Ludlow Pines 
occur, bringing the series down to the close of Edward Vs reign. — 

November 1293. John de Lebury and Agnes his wife, give to 
Robert Agat a messuage for 100s, 

November 1295. Richard de Ayssheford and Christiana his wife, 
give a messuage to Richard de Pirefeld for 20s. 

October 1301. Henry Pygyn and Johanna his wife, Plaintiflb, 
give to John de Bromfdd, Deforciant, 3 messuages, 2 shops, 36 
acres of land, and 28s. Id. rent. John de Bromfeld in return grants 
the premises to the Plaintiff3 for their lives, they paying a rose for 
rent and performing all capital services. — The premises to revert to 
John de Bromfield, — William Orin of Ludlow apposes his claim 
thereto. 

November 1301. Adam deKaynham and Juliana his wife, grant 
a messuage to Dionisia widow of Geoffrey le Keu, for 60 merks. 

October 1303. Walter le Wylde of Wenlock, and Juliana his 
wife, grant 2 messuages and 15 acres in Ludlow, Steventon, and 
Sheet, to Richard le Orfeure of Ludlow, for £20. 

October 1304. William Therlewynd and Matilda his wife, grant 
three shops to Roger Pywan for 10 merks. 

CHURCH OF ST. LAURENCE. 

Looking at the circumstances of the surrounding district I should 
imagine Ludlow to have been originally in the Parish of Bromfield, 
and so Ludlow Church to have been originally a dependency of the 
Saxon Church of St. Mary's of Bromfield. For the word originally ^ 
a very wide meaning is here bespoken. — The earliest existing Re- 
cords give not the slightest hint or trace of such a dependency, and 
this silence, though it does not disprove the fact, proves that any 
such fact must have belonged to a period far too remote for Anti- 
quarian research. 

If there was already a Town at Lude in the reign of Athelstan, 
there was probably also a Church or Chapel. We have given some 
proof that there was such a Town, and according to the validity of 
that proof we infer that Ludlow Church or Chapel was founded at 
least 150 years before Domesday. 

There is another consideration which suggests a high though still 
indefinite antiquity for this ecclesiastical foundation. — In the end 
of the twelfth century (the year 1199) a story was palmed off upon 
the inhabitants of Ludlow which bespoke for their Town and Church- 
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yard, if not for their Church, an antiquity of something more than 
six hundred years. However exaggerated this estimate may have 
been, it is obvious that the Editors of the Story dared not to have 
uttered it, had they not believed that no stretch of traditional me- 
mory could convict them of falsehood. Now it is probable that if 
the Church and Town of Ludlow were founded as late as the reign 
of Athelstan (925-941), there would, in 1199, have been some tra- 
dition extant among the inhabitants which would have clashed with 
any theory implying that foundation to have been earlier than 600. 
Such a theory w^as however boldly propounded, and apparently 
without any fear of this kind of refutation. 

We may now detail the circumstances which seem to have sug- 
gested and facilitated the invention and utterance of this Story. — 
In the year 1199, the inhabitants of Ludehu finding their Church 
insufficient for the increasing population of the place, determined to 
enlarge it. This they did by lengthening it towards the East. The 
only obstacle to their plan was a Lowe or tumiiltis in that direction, 
doubtless the very Lowe which had already given a distinctive name 
to the Town itself. This tumulus was levelled, and as we may well 
believe, was found, during the progress of the work, to contain hu- 
man remains. Now we shall hear what use the Clergy (Clerici) of 
Ludlow made of this discovery. — They asserted that these human 
remains were the bodies of three Irish Saints, who, as far as I can 
make out from other evidences, must have lived and died in the 
sixth Century. The Ijudlow Clerks carefully collected these re- 
mains, deposited them in a wooden Coffer, and decently placed the 
whole, on April 11th, inside their church, "covering them up,*' 
says the Narrator of the transaction, " till such time as the Lord 
should be pleased to perform certain virtues (miracles are meant) 
by the merits and intercessions " of the said Saints. 

The motive thus assigned exposes the whole affair. Ludlow 
Church must at the time have been slenderly endowed; for its 
Parish was small. Its Clerks had in short few tithes, and what was 
worse they had no reliqucs. This source of income, which oould no 
longer be spared, was supplied by the above device. 

I must not however leave this matter without noticing the proof 
which the Ijudlow Clergy offered as to the identity of the disen- 
tombed skeletons. — On one of the three was found a Scroll, rolled 
up and preserved, — inwardly by wax, outwardly by lead; which 
Scroll declared as follows, but in the BHtish tongue. — Hie requies- 
rtmt *S. Fi'rrlur, pater BrcNdaniy t)eata jngntyra, sancti scilicet Iber- 
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nensis, pulchrd lapide et solo incited. Sancta quoque Corona, mater 
prmlibati Brendani, matertera videlicet Columkilli, etecti Dei. Sanc^ 
tu» , , . . Cochely germanus ejusdem Sancta. Htc nempe quindenis 
deguerunt annis, dum sanctorum Britannia adirent patrocinium post 
obitum Luda increduli}^ 

The three Irish Saints then, said in 1199 to have been found 
buried at Ludlow, were first, St. Pereher the Father of St. Brendan, 
secondly, St. Corona the Mother of the same St. Brendan and the 
Aunt of St. Columkill, and thirdly, Saint .... Cochel the brother 
of Saint Corona. These three, said the Scroll, ^' lived on the spot 
for fifteen years, what time they adopted the protection of the Saints 
of Britain, distrustful^' (of their native country, I presume) " after 
the death of Luda.^' 

Now without any disrespect to the memory of the Irish Saints of 
the sixth century, and without any deep knowledge of their respec- 
tive relations, I venture to state that they were not related in the 
way that this Scroll intimates ; moreover that the Scroll was written, 
waxed, leaded, and buried in the Ludlow tumulus j within a few days 
before its discovery. 

However, though this Scroll was a mere fraud, and though it tells 
us no truth as regards Irish Sainthood and Irish Martyrdom, we 
may use it for another purpose, viz. to illustrate the Priestcraft, as 
well as the local history, of the time and place at which it was writ- 
ten and discovered. The Ludlow Clergy resorted to Ireland for the 
materials of their myth, because such a plan was less open to jealousy 
and detection than if they had tampered with an English Legend. 
They were also (these Clergy) possibly Irish themselves, some or all 
of them ; at all events they lived at a time and in a place when 
and where Irish ideas will have been very current, for the passing 
and repassing of De Lacy's Clerks and Retainers between his Eng- 
lish and Irish estates must have been constant. 

I now proceed to another subject. — It may be taken as a general 
axiom that our parochial and ecclesiastical boundaries are much 
older, and have been preserved far more intact than our civil and 
manorial boundaries. When therefore Ludlow is found in all writ- 
ten Records to have given name to a Deanery, we might be inclined 
to assume, on this ground, the great ecclesiastical antiquity of Lud- 
low. I believe that such an assumption or inference would not be 
sound ; for it is certain that some Deaneries have taken their names 
from towns which have come into existence since the Conquest. 

"• Wright M Ludlow^ \i. 1 1, note. 
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All that can be said therefore on this head is that Ludlow is^ and 
has been during all memory^ the Caput of a Deanery^ that it pro- 
bably became so before the Conquest^ but that possibly it attained 
this eminence since. 

In 1291 the Church of Lodelawe^ in the Deanery of Lodelawe, 
was valued at £13. 6«. 8^. per annum}'^ 

The Inquisition of March 1317^ taken on the death of Theobald 
de Yerdon^ values his moiety of Ludlow Church only at £3. 6s. Sd. 
per annum. 

In 1841 the slender acreage of Ludlow as a Manor prevented its 
being taxed according to its Church value, and under the Deanery 
of Ludlow. It was taxed as a mercantile town, and by verdict of a 
special Jury, which valued the Ninth of the moveable goods of the 
Burgesses at £72. I2s. lid. 

This great assessment (far lai^er than that of Shrewsbury, and 
fourfold that of Bridgnorth) indicates an acquired wealth rather 
than a growing prosperity in this Borough. — The Jury thought fit 
to give several reasons why they had not assessed Ludlow still 
higher. These reasons are interesting and instructive, if I may pre- 
sume to interpret them ; — ^for though I think the Verdict to be in- 
telligible, it is certainly not grammatical. — I understand it to have 
been represented that several Merchants of Ludlow (among whom 
were Roger de Orleton, Nicholas Eylrich, Dionisia de Orleton and 
John de Lynie), who had been used in times past to give a. fifteenth 
of their goods to the King, could not now give any tax, because the 
King had taken from them their goods and chattels, in the shape of 
wool, both at home and abroad. A general plea of poverty seems 
to have been fmrther set up for the above and other merchants of 
Ludlow. As to those Burgesses who lived by agriculture, their in- 
come arose from without the Vill, and in sundry other parishes, so 
that they were already taxed elsewhere to a ninth of their wheat, 
wool, and lamb. The latter kinds of produce it is intimated did not 
form any part of the Revenues of the Church of Ludlow, so that it 
would have been unfair to have taken the Church Taxation as in- 
dicating any such properties of the parishioners as were now pro- 
posed to be taxed.^^ On the whole then Ludlow was assessed, not 
in respect of any increasing trade or agricultural wealth, but on the 
moveable goods of its inhabitants, that is, on their effects and pro> 



^7 Not at £3. 6«. 8<{. as in the printed 
Becord (Pope Nick. TaxcOion, p. 166). 
The error ii proved by the Total at the 



Foot of the Column, and also by the Tenth 
of the value being stated as £1. 6r. 8d 
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perties actually realized and found in their hands. The Vahr of 
1534-5 gives the Rectory of Ludlow, then held by John Crage, as 
worth i620. per annum, viz. £19. 13*. 4rf. for tithes, and 6*. 8rf. for 
glebe. The only charge on this income was 7*. 8d. for Archdeacon's 
Procurations and Synodals.^* 



EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

In 1277 Theobald de Verdon, Geoffrey de Geneville and Maud 
his wife, agreed in presenting a Clerk to this Rectory, but Bishop 
Cantilupe instituted another. Hereupon, viz. on May 7, 1277, the 
said Patrons brought their action of Quare incumbravit against the 
Bishop's Presentee, and with apparent success; for on Feb. 18, 
1278— 

S;r John de Mendone was instituted, Sir Theobald de Verdon 
being Patron hdc vice. 

Sib William de Beverley, ChanceUor of the King in Ireland, 
was instituted Jan. 30, 1288. The same Patron presented ?idc vice; 
his right to do so being recognised by Peter son of Sir GeofiBrey de 
Genevyle. 

Sir John de Vaucolour {Valle Coloris)^ was admitted (by his 
Proctor) on April 23, 1289, and instituted April 5, 1290. Patron,— 
Sir Peter de Genevyle hdc vice. 

John de Niethles, Priest, was instituted May 14, 1305. Pa- 
tron,— Sir Theobald de Verdon, hdc vice. 

John de Wottenhull was presented by Patent, late in 1326, 
the Crown claiming the right of Patronage by reason of the for- 
feiture of Roger de Mortimer of Wigmore.^^ This presentation pro- 
bably took short or no effect; for on Nov. 15, 1326 — 

Sir Richard le Fort was instituted to Ludlow. He or ano« 
ther, called — 

Thomas Fort, was Rector in 1328, when, on June 27 — 
. John de Eyesham, Clerk, was instituted as his successor. Pa- 
tron, — the King as Gustos of the heirs of Sir Theobald de Verdon.^^ 
This Rector occurs in 1353 and 1365. 



» Valor HcclesiMHcua, lU, 200, 
^ This Rector was undoubtedly of the 
QeneviU feunily. GteoffStey de G^enll fk- 
ther of Peter, was sometimes called Join- 
fdlle de Vaucouleur and Daminus de Vcm- 
coiUeur. It is hinted (Swinfield Boll, p. 
clxix, note) that John de Yaucoulour 
Rector of Ludlow, was Grandson of Sir 



John, brother of Qeottrey de Ctenerill. 
This Sir John de Joinville was Qrand 
Seneschal of Champagne. He accom- 
panied St. Louis of Fnmoe in his Crusade 
of 1248, and wrote a history thereof. 

M Paient, 20 Edw. II, m. 3. 

n Patent, 2 Edw. Ill, p. 1, m. 2. 
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William de Humberstane^ Junior^ was instituted Sept. 10, 
1369. Patron, — the King as Gustos of the heir of Roger de Mor- 
timer, late Earl of March. 

Robert de Farynqton was instituted Nov. 28, 1371, on presen- 
tation of the Crown. 

Sir Roger de la Nasshe, Priest, was instituted May 17, 1372, 
on presentation of Sir John de Crophull, Knight. On June 6, 
1384, he exchanges with — 

John Piers, late Rector of Kyngestone (Heref. Dioc.).^ 

CHANTRY OF ST. MARY IN LUDLOW CHTJBCH. 

A proposition by Henry Pygyn to assign certain rents in Lud- 
low for the foundation and maintenance of this Chantr}', was made 
matter of Inquisition in 1291.^ The King's assent to the plan 
was given in the year following.-^ 

William Toogbford, Priest, was instituted to this Chantry, Nov. 
24, 1363, and— 

Richard Ewyas, Chaplain, was collated thereto June 6, 1410, 
by the Bishop, ^We devoluto, 

BEAUPEE'S CHANTEY,— 

Is described as situate '^ at the Altar of St. Mary and St. Gabriel 
the Archangel, in the Nave of Ludlow Church." It may have been 
founded in augmentation of St. Mary^s Chantry. One Oliver 
Beaupre presented thereto in 1518.-* 

The Valor of 1534-5 mentions only one Chantry in Ludlow 
Church, and that of the foundation of Peter Beaupre. Its endow- 
ment then consisted of £7, 16«. per annum, arising from lands and 
tenements. This income was chai^eable with an annual quit-rent 
of 4«. 4^, payable to the Bailiff of Ludlow, and with 10^. the cost 
of the annual celebration of the obits of Founders, on which occasion 
a further sum of \8. was distributed to the poor.^ 



HOSPITAL OF ST. JOKN THE BAPTIST. 

A Tradition, which dates this foundation as early as the reign of 
Edward the Confessor,^® is too absurd to prove anjrthing more than 



^ For a continuation of this List see 
Documents^ etc. (ut supra), p. 35, et seq, 
^ Inquisitions, 19 £dw. I, No. 69. 
» Patent, 20 Edw. I, m. 11, 



^ Docwnents (ut supra) p. 37. 
^ Valor JScclesiasticus, in, 202. 
"^ Dukes's AntiquiHes, p. 65. 
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that it asserted for the Town of Ludlow an existence in Saxon 
times; — a fact which I have been constantly labouring to prove 
from other and better evidence. 

Ludlow Hospital was founded between the years 1220 and 1230 
by Peter Undergod, a rich Burgess of Ludlow. It was dedicated 
to the Holy Trinity, St. Mary, and St. John the Baptist. It stood 
on the North side of the Teme, near the Bridge ; — a situation which 
(like that of St. John^s Hospital at Bridgnorth) was evidently 
selected with a view to the future usefulness of the establishment as 
a Hospital or Hospice. The Founder, Peter Undergod, had pur- 
chased the site of this House from one Walter fitz Nicholas. He had 
bought lands at Akes (now Rock) from several persons, and he had 
bought a Fulling Mill in Ludlow (to which all the Fullers of the 
town owed 9uit) from Gilbert son of Walter de Lacy. These, with 
all his other purchases and possessions in Ludlow, Ludford, or 
elsewhere, he conferred on the Hospital. It is probable that he was 
himself the first Custos of this House ; for his Foundation-Charter, 
which is extant, speaks of the Brotherhood as already assembled, and 
only directs the mode in which a Custos or Master shall be appointed, 
as a step to be taken after his own decease. For other particulars 
I refer to the Charter itself, which was attested by Sir Walter de 
Lacy, Sir John de Monemue, Pagan de Ludford, Pagan Carbunell, 
Philip de Colevile, and Edmund de Ludlow.^' 

Sir Walter de Lacy, as Seignoral Lord, confirmed to Peter de 
Undergod his purchases from * * * * Malore, in Akes, and approved 
of the said Peter's having appropriated the same to this Hospital. 
Sir Walter, moreover, for the souls of himself, his wife Margery, 
and his son Gilbert, concedes this confirmation as a gift infrank-aU 
moigUy remitting all rents and services heretofore accruing to him- 
self from the premises. He also enumerates and allows Peter Under- 
god's other grants to the Hospital. His Charter was attested by 
Sir John de Monemue, Walter de Pegerton, Richard de Midlehope, 
Master Richard de Cranefeud, Master John Eaton, Philip de Thaig- 
land (Thongland) * * * de Greete, William de Ponte-clivo, and 
Richard de Pipe, Notary of the Charter.^^ This Confirmation was 
probably cotemporary with the Foundation-Charter above quoted. 
It was inspected, recited, and confirmed by a Charter of King 



» MonaHicon, VII, 681, Num. i. 
* Ibidem, Num. ii. There seems to 
have been a second Charter of Confirma- 



tion by Walter de Lacy. The witnesses, 
one of whom is Pain de Ludford, are given 
by Mr. Wright (SiH. of Ludlow, p. 98), 

v. ^ 40 
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Henry III, dated at Kenilworth on the 18th of July in his fiftieth'^ 
year, t. e, 1266. 

The Inquisition of 1255 erroneously attributes it to a grant of 
Gilbert de Lacy that the Brethren of Ludlow Hospital then stood 
seized of five burgages and a Mill there, worth 40^. per annum. The 
Jurors reported another acquisition, viz. of a messuage worth 4^. per 
annum, the gift of Roger Eylrieh Senior.*^ 

In 1267 I find the Master of the Hospital of St. Mary of Ludd- 
laue fining half a merk for some Writ.** I must refer to other Aa- 
thorities for later additions to Peter XJndergod^s Foundation.** 

In 1534-5 John Cragge, the Master of this Hospital, is styled 
its Dean. I doubt if he were not the same with the Cotemporary 
Rector of Ludlow. The Hospital Revenues were (in gross) as fol- 
lows : — Prom Rocke (formerly Akes), £7. \0s. 2rf.; — from Hawke- 
batch (near Dowles), £1. 11^. j — bom Overton (Richard's Castle), 
£2. 0^. 8rf.;— from Ludford, £3. 14*. 5rf.;— from Ludlow, £11. 2*.; 
— bom Demesne-Lands, £5. 

This Revenue was chargeable with certain Quit-rents, viz. : — ^to the 
Lords of Rocke, 8*.; to the Dean of Lichfield, for Hawkbatch, 4*.; to 
William Wollascote, for Ludford, 8rf.; to the .Bailiff of Ludlow, £2.; 
to the Chamberlain of Ludlow, 10*. The net income of the Hospi- 
tal was set down as £27. 16*. 7d. The Hospital at this time sup- 
ported two Chaplains, who performed services for the souls of its 
Founders at a salary of £2. each, per annum. It gave £3. 6*. 8d. 
yearly (in alms) to the poor, 18*. 4rf. to its own Steward, and 
£2. 13*. 4rf. to a Receiver. The King had one Corrody in the 
House worth £4. per annum?^ 

The Master and Brethren of this Hospital conveyed it, with all 
its possessions, to Edmund Pox by a Lease, dated 20th September, 
1535. This step was anticipatory of, if not identical with, its Dis- 
solution, and it had the consent of the Crown. The lengthy docu- 
ment from which I gather this, shows that a larger Salary was sub- 
sequently secured for the two Chaplains above mentioned, and was 
still chargeable on the Hospital Estates.*^ This was probably be- 
cause the said Chaplains continued to perform divine service in the 
King's Chapel of St. Peter within the Castle of Ludlow, — a Cure, for 



'^ Not anno quinto as printed in the 
MoncuHcon. The correction is too obvious 
to need proof. 

« Hot Hundred. II, 69. 

M RoL Pip. 51 Hen. Ill, Salop. 
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which the Master and Brethren of the Hospital had been previously 
responsible. 

AUSTIN FRIARS. 

The Friars of St. Augustine were established in or near Ludlow 
at least as early as the year 1282, when their Prior is mentioned as 
a witness of a curious natural phaenomenon described already .'^^ 
Again we have mention of these Friars in 1284, when King Edward 
I, after receiving the report of a local Inquest, issued a Patent in 
their favour.^ 

The inquest alluded to sat on January 24, 1284, and found that 
it would not injure the King or any other, if the King allowed the 
Prior and Brethren of the Order of St. Augustine of Ludlow to en- 
close with wall and fence, and to keep enclosed, a certain lane [ve- 
nellam) contiguous to the space {area) already occupied by the Fra- 
ternity in the Suburbs of Ludlow. The said lane extended from 
John le Hor's messuage in Holdestret (Old-street) to the Street 
called Galdeford.^® 

The next that I hear of this Establishment is in a letter of Swin- 
field. Bishop of Hereford, dated August 16, 1299, and addressed to 
King Edward I. The Bishop earnestly complains of a violation of 
Sanctuary committed by the men of Ludlow, in that they had drag- 
ged from the Church of the Friars of St. Augustine, nigh Ludlow, 
a Clerk who had fled thither for his life.^ For the particulars of a 
later grant to this Friary I refer elsewhere ;*^ as also for an account 
of a House of — 



CARMELITE OR WHITE FRIARS— 

sometime established in Ludlow, but the Foundation of which pro- 
bably belongs to a period later than that to which I ordinarily wish 
to confine myself. 

Some other Religious Houses had interests in Ludlow, of which 
I should take brief notice. 

Wbnlock Priory Feb. — This in 1255 consisted of 7s. Qd. rent, 
arising from three messuages granted to the Priory by Walter de 
Brug, Alnoth Bicd, and Richard Palefrey before the year 1241.*^ 

These Rents or part of them appear still with the Priory shortly 
before its Dissolution; e.g. about 1516, the Sacristan of Wenlock 



37 Supra, Vol. IV, p. 260. 

» Sot Patent. 12 Edw. I, xn. 15. 

w InquMiHons, 12 Edw. I, No. 52. 



^ Sousehold SoU, Abetract, p. Ixziij. 
*^ Dukes's AtUiguUies, p. 68. 
« Sot. Hundred. II, 69. 
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had 3*. 8rf. rent from Ludlow,^ and some other Officer of the Con- 
vent had a second rent of 1^. 6rf. from a tenement in Ludlow.^ 
Also about 1520 the Infirmary of Wenlock had a rent of Is. 6rf. 
from St. John^s Hospital at Ludlow for a tenement there.*^ 

WiGMORE Abbey Fee. — This consisted of four messuages^ given 
by Burgesses of Ludlow to the Abbey before 1241, and yielding in 
1255 a rent of Ss. 2d. 

After the Dissolution, viz. in 1539-40, the Ministers^ Accounts 
give two rents (of 1*. and 6s. 8d.) in Ludlow among the receipts of 
the late Abbey.** 

Cbesswell Peiory Fee. — ^Walter de Lacy, who founded this 
Priory, gave thereto the ninth sheaf of grain, except oats, in his 
Manors (Demesnes) of Ludelawe, Stanton (Lacy), and Akes in 
Shropshire. He also gave a man in Ludlow, viz. Stephen the Soap- 
boiler {saponarium) , with all his lands, tenements, and suit (family). 
This grant w^s confirmed by Henry III on August 21, 1231, which 
gives the latest limit of its date.*^ In 1255 the Ludlow Jurors re- 
ported the Prior of Crassewalle as having one Burgage in the Town 
of 12^. annual value, and one shop {soldam) bringing in 4^., both 
of the gift of Walter de Lacy.** I find no later notice of these in- 
terests of Cresswell Priory. 

Knights Hospitallers' Fee. — This consisted of no less than 
twelve Burgages and two vii^ates of land, in the Town and Manor 
of Ludlow, granted by the elder Hugh de Lacy*^ to the Hospitallers 
seated atDinmore in Herefordshire. In 1255 the twelve Burgages 
realized 12*. rent to the Commandery of Dinmore, but the two vir- 
gates of land had been assigned by the Order for the maintenance 
of the Chaplain of St. Leonard's Chapel in Ludlow ;*® — but where 
St. Leonard's Chapel was, or aught further about it, I cannot de- 
clare. The Jurors of Ludlow ftirther reported how four of their 
Townsmen, viz. Nicholas le Savoner, Robert de Brug, Thomas de 
Capella, and Adam Cotele, had become Tenants of the Hospitallers 
of Dunmore, for their land in the mU of Ludlow, for the sake of 
obtaining the Advaivry or patronage of the said Order.'*® This Ad- 
vowry fireed its possessors from all those imposts from which the 



« Wenlock Regiater at Willey, foa. 30, 
b;31, b;40, b. 
** Monasticon, VI, 356. 
« Monagticon, Yll, 1036, Num. ii. 
« Sot Hundred. II, 69. 
•*' "A donacione Hugonig de La9cy vete- 
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rw." I do not luideraUnd why Hugh de 
Lacy, who died in 1186, should be called 
vetiu. Still he must be the person in- 
tended ; for Dinmore Gommaadeiy was 
not founded till Heniy 11*8 reign. 
^ Rot. Hundred. II, 69. 
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Order of Hospitallers was exempt. It is evident that the four per- 
sons named were Traders ; for the Jurors went on to show how the 
King lost 52^. per annum by their exemption from toU^ pontage, and 
passage, — while travellings I presume, in pursuit of their calling. 

I should here state the grounds which induced the men of Lud- 
low in 1269 to assault Reginald fitz Stephen, as before alluded to.^^ 
He was clearly one of those who had this Advotmry of the Hospital- 
lers, and on the strength thereof he declined to pay any local dues. 
All parties agreed to refer their disputes to Sir Geoffrey de Genevill 
and Sir Martin de Littlebury (a Justiciar of that period). The Ar- 
bitrators decided that, in respect of the tenement which the said 
Reginald held under the Hospitallers, he should be free of tallages 
and geldsy but that he should be in scotto et lotto with the other 
Burgesses in respect of all other tenements, and in respect of all 
mercantile transactions by him done.^ 

^ Sapra^ p. 286. | " Placita coram Rege^ Mich. Term, 63 

I and 54 Hen. III. 
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y.26. 
Ak8, now Bock, y. 26-26« 274, 297-5, 

300. 
Alberbuiy Church, y. 174, 
Alcester Abbey (Warwickshire), y. 171, 

172. 
Aldenham, 171 ; y. 69, 101. 
Aldon, 86; y. 2-3, 5, 26-299 30, 38, 

41, 129. 

Chapel, 28-299 41. 

Aldritone (Wiltshire), 244, 248. 
Allaunston, 67. 

AJlertone (Wygorn. Dioc.), 188. 
Ahiodestreu Hundred, 130, 279. 
Alyeley, Prebend of, 157. 



Amestrey (Herefordshire), y. 76 f». 
Amiens, Diocese o( 195, 199. 
Aneberie, y. 2, «. Onebuiy. 
Anne Sayage (Hampshire), 272. 
Appleby, Great and Little (Leicestershire), 

y. 133. 
Aquitaine, y. 151. 

Ardmull, Centred of (Ireland), y. 261. 
Arundel Castle, 223. 
Asbach (Bitterley), 100, 370. 
Ashfield, 47-8, 67, 118, 163-4, 167. 
AsHPOBD BowDLSB, y. 224 f», 228-229. 
AsHFOSD Caiuionell, 843 ; y. 8, 73, 81- 

84, 229. 

Chubch, y. 88-84. 

AsHPOBD Jones, 222, 224 ; y. 3, 71, 76, 

79-81, 280. 
Ashford (near Bromfield), y. 212, 214, 

216, 216 «. 
Ashford Upper, v. Ashford Jones. 
Ashley or Ashele (Norfolk), y. 137 n. 
Ashley (Staffordshire), 167-171. 
Asschebache, 100, v. Asbach. 
Asshton (Herefordshire), y. 79. 
Aston Botterell, 72, 192, 280 ; y. 199. 

Church, 153, 164 n, 

Aston Eyre, 181 n, 

Aston Flamyill (Leicestershire), y. 137. 

Aston (Herefordshire), 246-248, 251, 

254r-5. 
AsTON-MuNSLOW, 6 ; y. 8, 49, 50, 129, 

130-143, 169. 
Astwood (Worcestershire), 351. 
Atcham, 132. 
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AnmbTeden (Essex), 820. 

Aurotone Castle, 804 ; y. 224, 226, v. Bi- 

cfaard's Castle. 
, Chatellany of, 804j t. 224, 

22^7, 236. 
Aytemunsichet (Hertfordshire), 8. 
Aymestrej (Herefordshire), t. 263. 

B. 

Bach and Norton, «. Beche. 
Bache, The (Monk-Hopton), 26. 
Bache (Culmington), v. 182, 188, v. Beche. 
Badger, 88, 43, 183-136, 163, 177. 

Church, 138. 

Baieux, See of; t. 249. 

Balshall, Preceptory of, y. 122. 

Barbingi, i;. Bayeney. 

Babdlet (Stottesden), 160, IVV-ISO, 

277, 288. 
Barling's Abbey (Lincolnshire), y. 166. 
Bascherch Hundred, 189, 279 ; y. 1, 236. 
Batohcott (Richard's Castle), y. 224 fl^ 

232. 
Bath, y. 260. 
Bauoott (Tugford), 81, 82, 86. 

Chapel, 82, 83 ». 

BAyxiTET, 140-1,180, 229, 268*9, 277. 

Beochebury (near Salop), 136 f». 

BsOHB (Cuhnington), y. 167, 182, 188, 

186-190. 
Bboiqubt, 133-139. 

Chttbch, 138-139. 

Bedford, 814; y. 268. 

Belswardine, 64. 

Beneyento (Italy), 66, 68. 

Benthall, y. 66-68, 68 n. 

Beobridge (Clayerley), 67. 

Berefardy y. 78. 

Berewic (Sussex), 818. 

Berkeley (Gloucestershire), y. 241. 

Berrington, y. 126. 

Berwick-upon-Tweed, y. 78. 

Besford,84. 

Bewdley Forest, 277. 

Biham (Lincolnshire), 64, 148, 218; y. 

168, 267. 
Billesley (Warwickshire), 227, 228 ». 
Bilhngdey, 163, 168, 170, 171 ; y. 170. 

Church, 64. 

Birches (near Downton), y. 19. 



Bishop's Castle, 846. 

BiTTSBunr, 10, 96, 97, 299, 800-1, 840, 

367-372, 873 ; y. 177, 274. 
Chubch, 104, 106, 363, 365, 

371-2, 382 ; y. 86, 87, 89, 290. 
, Nether, 369. 



Blatherwick (Line. Dioc.), y. 121. 
Blidewach Castle (Wales), 309. 
Blunham (Bedfordshire), y. 134, 139. 
Bobbington, 66. 
Bockleton (Stoke St. Milburg), 7, 8, 10, 

12 «. 
Bodenham Furchee (Herefordsh.) y. 46, 

46, 49 ft. 
Bodyngton (Line. Bioc.), 188. 
Boghred (Wales), Honour o^ 148. 
Bold Church, 72, 74, bit. 
Bouport (Normandy), 208. 
BOBABTON, 825, 326-7. 

Chapsl, 322 «, 327. 

Botiey (Hampshire), 248 n, 

BouLDON, 64, 67 ; y. 8, 69-61, 129. 

Bowlas Magna, 38. 

Boyhckered (Wales), 146, «. Boghred. 

Brace Meole, 233. 

Bradeley Church (Staffordshire) y. 175, 

176. 
Bradeley (West Bradley), 81. 
Bbadlet (near Kinlet), 268. 
Bradston, «. Broadstone. 
Bradwardine (Herefordshire), 186 n ; y. 

101, 102, 104, 107-109. 

Castle, y. 109. 

Brandon Castle (Warwickshire), y. 275. 

Brecknock, 185, 242 ; y. 48. 

^, Honour of, 183-6, 217 ; y. 



156. 



Priory, 185-6, 805 ; y. 101, 



104. 
Brecknockshire, 241-2. 
Bretford (Wiltshire), 60 ; y. 257 
Bretham (Hampshire), 67, 68. 
Brewood, 137, 266-7. 

, White-Ladies' Nunnery, near, 

266-7. 
Bridgnorth, 155 ; y. 108, 294. 

, St. John's Hospital at, y. 

297. 
Brill Forest (Bucks.), y. 157 «. 
Brimfield (Herefordshiw), 288 ». 
Brimstree Hundred, 134. 
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Brifltol, 318 ; t. 250, 266, 261, 286. 
Brittany, v. 244, 269. 
Broadstonb, 81, 82, 89-91, 94. 

Chapel, 91. 

Broo (Worcestewhire), 259. 
Brockton (near Sutton Haddock), 192. 
BsocETOK (near Wenlock), 82, 38, 40 «, 

109-113, 114, 281. 
Broctok (Kinlet), 279. 
Bpodholm Nunnery (Nott*.), t. 166. 
Beomcboft (Corfham), ▼. 166-6. 
Bromden (Whoathill), 286, 289. 
Bromweld, 299 ; T. 2, 3, 40, 207-224, 

233,283. 

, Chuboh and Pabish of, 

896 ; V. 215, 216-218, 224, 291. 

-, Manob of, V. 7 «, 66, 214- 



216. 



216. 



Pbiory, v. 7 », 41, 66, 210- 



, Saxon Church o£, v, St, 

Mary's of Bromfidd. 
Bromfield Hurneese, y. 212. 
Bromfidd Parra, «. Simon's Bromfield. 
Brompton Brian, 230, 241, 244, 246, 248, 

260-1, 264 his. 
BromsgroTe (Worcestershire), 206. 
Brookhampton (Holgate), 70. 
Broome (Cardington), y. 122 n, 
Broseley, 46, 47, 163, 167-171. 

Church, 46. 

Brug, 6, 31, 122, 131, 167, 190, 269, 266, 

313, 816 ; y. 62, 166. 
Castle, 64, 192, 199, 200, 201^^, 

269; y. 20 «» 64, 234, 241. 
Brumfelde, y. 2, v. Bromfield. 
BUCHEHALE, 26-28. 
Bucton, 248, 251, 254, hh. 
Buildwas Abbey, 64, 90 ; y. 80, 62, 117, 

118, 119, 179, 180. 
Builth CasUe (Wales), 219, 228-1. 
Buraston, v. Boraston. 
Bubfobd, 300, 801-826, 826-343, j>a«- 

tim; y. 83, 166. 
Chubch, 317, 821-826, 327, 

336-7, 343. 

-, Deanery of, 162, 187, 227, 296, 



322, 336, 369. 

Liberty, 800. 



BurghiU (Herefordshire), y. 74. 
BUBLE7 (Culmington), y. 182,190-198. 
V. 



Burley (Herefordshire), 244; y. 79. 

Burton (near Wenlock), 122. 

, Hundred Court o^ 29, 31, 49, 

110, 126, 134, 137. 
Burwarton, 20, 133, 178, 174 m, 222 ; y. 

62, 199, 200, 204-6. 
BuBWAT (Bromfield), y. 212» 214-216, 

228. 
Burywod (Tetneshull), 363. 



C. 

Caen, St Stephen's Abbey at, 241. 
Cainhax, 273, 298, 300-1, 860-867, 

371, 373 », 879. 

Chuboh, 267, 868-4, 371. 

Calley,9. Cawley. 
CaUoughton (Wenlock), 122. 
Campeaux (Normandy), y. 6, 249, 261. 
Candelesby (Line. Dioo.), y. 121. 
Canterbury, Augustine Abbey o^ y. 157. 
Canterbury, Cathedral Priory of^ v. 157, 

168. 

, St. Gregory's Church, y. 157. 

, St. Sepulchre's Church, y. 

157. 
Cantersdif (Herefordsh.), y. 149. 
Cabdinotok, y. 8, 122-128. 
Chtboh and Pabish, y. 

122, 124, 126-128. 
Careswell Priory, v, CresswelL 
Carleon, Chatellany of^ y. 76. 
Carlisle, 882. 
Carrickfergus, 68. 
Cascope (Badnorshire), 316. 
Castle Holgate, 2, 17, 18, 86, 61-76, 

76, 77, 89, 213 ; y. 46, 69, 60, 62, 65, 

69, 131, 175, 189, 206. 
, Barony or Honour of^ 

17, 19 «s 23 «s 3&-7, 61-75, pastim, 

76-7. 
Chuboh, 53-4, 70- 



76, 77 «, 187; y. 174. 

Mill, 65, 69, 70. 

Wood, 14. 



Catsley, 140-1, 222, 260. 
Cauledon, or Culedon, y. 27, o. Aldon. 
Cauley or Cawl^ (Monk Hopton), 25, 

30, 112. 
Caus (or Cans) Castle, y. 242, 242, n. 

41 
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Caiix, Paya de (Nonnandy), 195. 

Cavenby (Linoolnshire), v. 166, 157. 

CSawley Coppices 44. 

Cerletone (Charlton near Shawbury), ▼. 1. 

Chambrais (Normandy), ▼. 153. 

Champagne, t. 278, 295 «. 

Chapel (near Bromfield), y. 214, 216. 

Charlcott, 20, 80, 172, 222, 224 »; v. 

44. 
Charleoote (Warwickshire), v. 47, 48 n, 
Chatwall, ▼. 122-124, 126-126. 
Chehnanh, 169, 221-2, 224, 234 «. 
Chehnick, y. 114, 118. 
Chenete (Wiltshire), v. 74. 
Cherleton and Chiriton, 214. 
Cherlust' (Heref. Dioc.), 188. 
Chetton, 172, 190; y. 202-3. 

Church, y. 205. 

Childs Eroall, 129 »; y. 258. 
Chinlete, 140, v. Einlet. 
Choblby (Stottesden), 176, 180. 
Church Eaton (Staffordshire), 167-8, 

170-1. 
Church Stretton Castle, 212. 
Cirencester, 212 ; v. 156. 
Claiberie, v. Cleobury Mortimer. 
Clare (Honour of), y. 138. 
Clarendon, y. 261-2. 
Clayerley, 20, 222. 
Clay Felton (Bromfield), y. 212, 214- 

216. 
Clee-Downton, 7, 8, 10, 12 ». 
Clee HiU, 76, 286, 860-1 ; y. 198. 
FoBEST, OE Chaoe, 7, 75, 278, 

284 ft; y. 149, 152-3, 196-206. 
Clbb St. Maboabet, 62, 76-79, 178 ; 

y. 60, 71, 284. 

— — Chubch, 79. 

Ci«B Stantow, 7, 8, 10, 12 n, 376-6 ; y. 

8, 4, lU-114. 
Clebtow, 371, 372-374; y. 87, 88, 

SSn. 
Clbobttbt Mobthceb, 140-1, 193- 

228, 229, 281, 234, 247, 256, 259, 

277, 298, 855-6 ; y. 74, 283. 

Castle, 202. 

Chubch, 226-228. 

, Doddington Liberty, 356. 

, East-Foreign Liberty, 229. 

, Franchise of, 238-9, 358, 865. 

Lodge, 231. 



Cleobuiy Mortimer, West-Foreign Li- 
berty of, 229, 231. 
Cleobury North, 32, 82, 183, 185, 190, 

225, 349, 360 ; y. 5, 199. 
Chfford Castle (Herefordshire), y. 149 », 

154, 169, 160, 196. 

ChateUany, y. 5. 

Church, y. 217. 

Priory, y. 147, 195-6. 

aifton (Worcestershire), 316. 

Oun, y. 30, 139, 240. 

CoATES (Bushbury), 89 n, 95, 96, 99, 

102, 103. 
Cold Weston, 81, 82 », 86 ; y. 165, 202. 
Comenton, y. 2, v. Culmington. 
Comley (Cardington), y. 122 «. 
COKDETBET Hinn)BED, 27, 139-141, 

188, 191, 279, 283-4, 291, 296, 846 ; 

y. 4. 
Condoyer (Hampshire), 248 ft. 
Condoyer (Salop), y. 241. 
Conhope (Herefordshire), y. 77, 78. 
Connaught, y. 240. 

Conodoyre, Dometdoff Hundred of^ y.l27. 
Cookeridge (Bromfield), y. 216. 
Coolmere (near EUeemere), y. 16. 
Corfe Castle (Dorsetshire), y. 262 «. 
CoBFHAM, 67, 68, 82 ; y. 2, 3, 50, 53, 

146-181, 182-3, 189, 191, 193-200, 

Castle, y. 159, 163, 165, 188, 



190, 288. 



-, Chapel in, y. 178, 



178 ». 

Church, y. 146, 170, «. Diddle- 

buiy Church. 

, Forest of, y. 162, 198. 

, LiBBBTT of; y. 162, 163-4, 



173, 180, 181 «, 188, 190-1, 192, 192 

II, 197. 
CoBVHULL (Corfield, Long Stanton), 24, 

37-38. 
CoBFTON, 14, 15, 82, 46-47, 87 ; y. 8, 

44-61, 64, 85 «, 141 n, 142-3, 168^9, 

170, 177, 178-181. 

Chapel, y. 61. 

CoBLET, 222, 224, 269-271, 272 n, 298, 

80O-1, 367-360, 366-7. 

Chttboh, 369-360, y. 108. 

Comdon Chaoe, y. 107. 

CoBVEWOOD (Burford), 330-1, y. 82. 
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Cornewood Common, 330. 

Gorve-Bam, 111. 

COKVB (Brockton), 28, 30, 83, 86, 109, 

1U.113. 
Conre Dale, 6, 52 ; y. 68. 
OoTve River, 111, 122 ; v. 243. 
Corvet, 111^ 112, v. Conre. 
Ck)TB8 (Long Stanton), 38-89. 
Cotes (Bufibniy), 39 «, v. Coates. 
Cotesmore (BatlancUhire), 145, 149. 
Cotheridge (Worcestershire), 309, 319, 

320; y. 208, 209. 
Cotheridge Parva, 307. 
Cound Church, 120, 126. 
Cowame Magna (Herefordshire), y. 74, 

76 » 
Credenhill (Herefordshire), y. 78. 
Cressage, 94 n; y. 102, 107-109. 
Cresswell Priory (Heref.), y. 195 », 296. 
Crich (Derbyshire), 249. 
Ciiddon (Chetton), 182. 
Crowlfi (Worcestershire), 287. 
Cuddleston Hundred (Staffordshire), 378. 
CuLMiNOTOir, 129, y.3, 145, 146, 149, 152, 

163, 160, 162-4, 181-193, 194, 196-7. 
Chttsoh and Pabibh, 184- 

186, 193. 
, Haughmond Fee in, y. 41, 

194. 

MiU, y. 154^ 194. 

CTTiiTBSTAir HuNDBBD, 8 ; y. 1-4, 4-224 

panim, 235. 
Cumbe (WUtshire), 60. 
CuTXSTOBKSB HinmsKD (Herefordshire), 

304 i y. 224-226, 226, 235, 301. 
Cymaron Castle, 206-7. 

D. ^ 

Dale (Canterbury Dioc.), y. 144. 
Dean Forest (Gloucestershire), y. 264. 
Dbttok (formerly Dodintone), 141, 279, 

280, 281-3, 355. 

Chapel, 283. 

Deyizes (Wiltshire), y. 246, 251. 

Castle, y. 266. 

DiDDLBBUBY, 129 ; y. 3, 47, 49-51, 96, 

160, 167-9, 178-181, 188-9. 
Chtbch, 41 ; y. 46 «, 169- 

178, 180, 181. 
, CnrECH-FEB, y. 167, 178- 



181. 



DiDDLBBTTBT, Lat-Fbe, y. 167-169. 
Parish, y. 51, 61, 110, 111, 

207. 
Dilwyn (Herefordshire), 146. 
Dimmoc (Herefordshire), y. 158. 
Dinant (Bretagne), y. 244. 
Dinchope (Halford), y. izil », 212, 214p- 

216, 223, 224 n. 
Dinmore (Herefordshire), 77, 79 ; y. 233, 

239. 

, Commandeiy of, y. 300. 

Ditton Priors, 7, 47, 355 ; y. 146, 162, 
167, 182, 186, 196-198. 

Doddinghope, y. 211 «, v. Dinchope. 

Dodefort, 80, v. Tugford. 

Dodentone, 198, 300, 355, v. Earls Dit- 
ton. 

Do destone (near Milson), 47-8. 

Dodintone, 140, 279-80, v. Detton. 

Dore Abbey (Herefordshire), y. 149, 166. 

Dorston (Herefordshire), 292. 

Dountone, v. dee Downton. 

DowLBS, 56, 160-163, y. 298. 

Chtjboh, 162-163. 

Biyer, 279 ». 

Downton Castle, y. 75 ». 

DowirroN (SteuntonLacy), y. 17, 1 9-20, 

274. 
Drogheda Castle (Ireland), y. 265. 
Dublin, 63 ; y. 254 », 255-«. 

, Church of the Holy Trinity at, 

y. 266. 
Duddinghope, v. Dinchope. 
Dtjddlewick (Stottesdon), 153, 155-6, 

168-169; y. 202-205. 
Dudeletle (Kinlet), 247. 
Dudmghop, y. 188, v. Dinchope. 
Dudley Castle, y. 244, 245. 
Dudmaston, y. 61, 62. 
Durham, y. 245. 
Durrow (Ireland), y. 256. 
Dynan, y. 234, 243-4. 



E. 

Eardington, 1. * 

Eardisley (Herefordshire), y. 101. 

Eaelb Ditton, 193, 218, 231 n, 298, 301, 

366-367. 
Chapbl, 367. 

Eabnwood, 224 », 277, 278-9. 
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EaBtham (Woroestenhire), 888, 841. 
Easthops, 45, II7-I2O9 125. 

Chubch, 119-120. 

Eastnor (Herefordshire), 85. 

Eaflton or Eiston(HerefordBhire),246, 248, 

V, Aston. 
EasUeach (0louoe8tershire), t. 148 ». 
Eastwall (Bushbcuy), 96, 102-103. 
Eaton Mascott, 57, 175-6 ; v. 102, 110. 
Eaton under Hey wood, 19 «, 103 n ; y. 

120. 
— — , Church and Parish o^ 2, 6. 
Eauhie, The Biver (Normandy), 195. 
Egarton (Wheathill), 285, 287 n. 
Eilun (Wiltshire), y. 76. 
EUmrgelega (Herefordshire), 244. 
Eloott (Neen Sayage), 235, 274, 276. 
Elmbridge (Worcestershire), 383-4. 
Eknley Castle (Worcestershire), 212; y. 

156,266. 
Elveyn (N. Wales), 223 ; y. 269. 
Ely, See of, 53. 

Enchmarsh (Cardingion), y. 122, 123. 
Emestree Forest, or Haye, 7, 82 ; y. 149, 

152, 153, 197-200. 
Eslepe (Sleap), y. 1. 
EssQ or Esses, 293, 831, p. Nash. 
Estham (Essex), 812. 
Eston (Woroestorshire), 342. 
EsTTJNB, y. 1, 2, 129-130, o. Aston and 

Munslow. 
Estymllewyn (Landay. Dioc.), y. 218. 
Etbritone (Domesday), 279. 
Eton (Berkshire), y. 139 ». 
Eudon Bumell, 123 «. 
Eudon George, 222, 233-4, 270, 272 n, 

357 ; y. 103. 
Eyesham, 107, 166, 221, 298 ; y. 183, 275. 
Eyreux (Normandy), y. 20. 
Ewellye, 251-2. 
Ewias (HerefordshiN), y. 74, 240, 241- 

243, 249, 251-2, 253, 263, 270, 278. 

, Castle of, y. 256, 270, 276. 

Ewias-Land, y. 235, 238. 
Exeter, y. 167. 
Eynwode, 169. 

P. 

Faintree, 100. 

Falaise (Normandy), y. 258. 



Fardington (Line. Dioc), 826. 

Farleye (Hampshire), 820. 

Faelow, 189, 140-1, 188, 191-2, 238. 

Chapel, 158, 159 n, 192. 

Famborough (Warwickshire), 181-2. 
Fecamp, Abbey of (Normandy), 241. 
Fech (Dometday), 140, 198, 218 », 228-9, 

231a. 
Feckenham (Woroestershire), 278, 817 ; 

y. 258. 
Fenoote (Neen Sayage), 276. 
Ferlaw, 140, v, Farlow. 
Ferri^ies, Fief of (Normandy), 206. 
Fertecote (Thonglands), 81, 85. 
Finegal, Fief of (Ireland), y. 262. 
Fitz, 21. 

Flamstede (Line Dioc.), 297. 
Flayell Fliford (Worcestershire), 246. 
Fonterraald Abbey (Anjou), 305. 
Fordeham (Cambridgeshire), y. 136. 
Fordham Deanery (Norwich Dioc.), 76. 
Fordritishope, y. 2, 114, o. HopeBowdkr. 
Forests of Shropshire, 38, 269 ; y. 53. 
Fosoote (Oxfordshire), 247, 255. 
Foure, Monastery of (Ireland), y. 263. 
FoxooTB (Einlet), 243, 254, 257-8. 
Frampton (Gloucestershire), y.l50, 151 «, 

154, 155, 193. 
France, 65. 

Frogemore (Qeobury Mortimer), 247. 
Frome Herbert (Herefcnrdshire), y. 21. 
Fulwardine, 271. 
Fumes, 157. 

G. 

Gamaches (Normandy), 143-4. 

, Deanery of, 143. 

Gannok (Diganwy, NorthWalesX 65, 316; 

y. 272. 
Gissing (Norfolk), y. 139. 
Glaaseley, 128 n. 

Glentham (Lincolnshire), y. 156. 
Gloucester, 212, 266, 814 ; y. 87, 118, 185, 

218, 248-9. 
Abbey, y. 7 «, 11, 21, 41, 56^ 

148 11, 210, 211, 2H 239, 250. 
-, Honour of^ y. 138. 



Gnowsall Church (Staffordshire), y. 176. 
Godstoch or Godstoke, 6, 7, v. Stoke St 
Milburg. 
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Godfltow Nunnerj (Oxfordshire), 306; 

▼. 150. 
Golden, 89, 96. 
Gbebt (Burford), 326, 334-338, 340, 

345, 858. 
Chapel, 322 n, 336-7, 343 ; y. 

62, 63, 128. 
Grendon Warin (Herefordshire), y. 195. 
Gbxtton, 89, 94, 99, 101, 106-108. 
Grimley (Worcestenhire), y. 209. 
Ghrimsbj (Lixux>faiahire), 244, '248 n, 
Grotintune, v. Gretton. 
Guiting Temple (Glouoestershire), y. 252. 
Gurdechirohe, 279. 
Gurlokesho, 295. 

H. 

Habberley, 351, 353-355. 

Hakes, «. Aks. 

Hakieshey, 150, 161, v, Dowles. 

Hales Owen, 206. 

Halpobd, y. 212, 215, 216, 223-224. 

Chapel and Fabibh, v. 216, 

224. 

Halton, Hill, v. Hill Halton. 

Halton, Little, or West, y. 221, 223. 

Haimme Castle and Manor (Worcester- 
shire), 311, 316. 

Hampnett (Gloucestershire), 212. 

Hampton (Chelmarsh), 224 ». 

Hampton and Mershtone (Herefordshire), 
y. 17 ». 

Hantenetune, y. 2, v. Huntington. 

Haboott, 141, 180-182 ; y. 81. 

Chapel, 182. 

Harlej, 94 it. 

Samess or Sumeste, y. 212 n. 

Harpis Muckhall, 26 o. Monk-hail. 

Harrington, 136, 137. 

Habtall (Greet), 337-8. 

Hastings (Sussex), 198 ; y. 5, 134 ». 

Hatton Hyneheath, 123 n. 

Haughmond Abbey, 34, 57-59, 65, 77, 
78, 806-308, 319, 329, 331, 368 ; y. 31, 
32, 33, 38, 39 m, 40-44, 70, 80, 82, 115, 
150, 154, 158, 185, 193-4. 

Haukeford (Stokesay), y. 39. 

Hauretesoote, 140, v. Harcott. 

Hawkbatch (near Dowles), 161 n ; y. 298. 

Hawkesbrook and Hawkeshay (near 
Dowles), 161 1». 



Haye (Badnorshire), 146, 184 ; y. 159. 

Castle, y. 275. 

Hayton, Loweb, y. 10, 20-23, 100. 

, Uppeb, y. 10, 24, 66. 

Heath, The (Stoke St. Milburg), 7, 10, 

12, 13-19, 69 ; y. 70. 

Chapel, 19. 

Helidon (Northamptonshire), y. 101, 107- 

109. 
Henley, 299, 300, 301, 371, 374-376 ; 

y. 85 », 113, 233-4, 274. 
Henley (Kinlet), 179. 
Hereford, 200, 247, 314, 318 ; y. 47, 183, 

213 n, 235, 237, 275. 
Castle, y. 155, 249, 266, 268, 



275. 



-, Cathedral of St. Ethelbert at. 



185 ; y. 174, 249. 

, Inkbarrow Prebend 

in, y. 175 n. 

Chapter House, 70. 

, Diocese of, 78 «, 133, 138. 

-, St. Giithlac's Priory, 104, 290, 



371 ; y. 208. 

, St. Owen's Church, 120 j y. 15. 

, St. Peter^s Church, 4, «. St. 



Peter's. 



, See of, 71, 73 ; y. 158, 266. 

Hereford, Little (Herefordshire), y. 80. 

_ ^ Parish of^y. 84. 

Herefordshire, 140 ; y. 225. 

Herlayeston (Lincolnshire), 313. 

Herlinge, y. 139. 

Heyton, Lower ajid Upper, v. Heyton. 

Hide (Herefordshire), y. 21. 

Higford, y. 84, 85, 86. 

High ErcaU, 4. 

HiGLEY, 141, 222, 259, 260-268, 277, 

288, 376 ; y. 16, 17, 18. 

Chueoh, 265, 267-8. 

Hill, Court of, V. HiUle. 

Hill Halton (Bromfield), y. 212, 222, 

228. 
Hill TJppenoott (Bitterley), 367. 
HiU Wotton (Warwickshire), 186-7. 
HiNTON (Stottesden), 153, 168-9. 
Hints (Cainham), 224, 238-9, 345, 358, 

366-7. 

Hobrigg (Essex), 320. 
Hodnet, Fee of, 337. 
Hokswood (Stottesden), 175. 
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Holfbrd, y. 252. 
Holgate, 81, v. Oastle Holgate. 
Holmero (HerefordBhire), 268. 
Holicott (Chetton), 191. 
Holt Preen, 86 ; ▼. 122 n. 
Hope Baooot, 222, 224, 862, 364^, 
867, 871. 

Chapsl, 846 n, 866, 871. 

Hops Bowdlbb, t. 3, 114-121. 

Chubch, 104-6 ; v. 

120-121. 

— — , Estate of Buildwas Ab- 
bey in, 117-118. 
Hope (Herefordshire), t. 74. 
Hopton, V. Monk Hopton. 
HopTOK Caitgbposd, 28 ft ; y. 10, 12- 

16, 79, 206, 274. 
Chapbii, ▼. 1416, 

89. 
Hopton Castle, y. 18. 
HoPTOK Wapbs, 28 M, 140-1, 188-188, 

284, 349 ; y. 5. 

CHirBC?,186.188,290. 

Huchemers, y. 123, v. Enchmarsh. 
Hugelei, 140, «. Higlej. 
Hugebneston (Worcestershire), 807. 
Hughley, 36. 
Hull (near Bromfield), y. 222, v. Hill 

Halton. 
Hulls (now Court of Hill), 348-846 ; 

y. 222 n. 
Hulle (Richard's Castle), 848; y. 229, 

280. 
Hundesnene, 218, 232, «. Neen Sayage. 
Hthtobbpobd (Millichope), 2, 6, 87. 
HinrrnroTOH, 222, 224 ; v. 8, 78-79, 

80, 88, 287 <». 
Hydcslond (Staffordshire), 881. 
Hylhall Manor (Siefton P), y. 196. 



I. 

Idbuy (Oxfordshire), 244, 247-8» 251, 

265. 
Idsall (ShijBhfll), y. 54. 
Impney (Worcestershire), 851. 
IvGWABDiHS, 27, 140-1, 188-191. 
Ipsley (Warwickshire), y. 280, 281. 
Ireland, 46, 268 ; y. 158, 254-263, 266, 

267-271, 293, 295. 
Isom-bridge, 260. 



Issoudun (Fnmoe), 144. 
Iterberge, 248. 

J. 

Joinyille (Champagne), y. 273. 



E:alyeleye, 112 v. Caoley, 
Kedewyn (Wales), 215. 
Eenchester (Herefordshire), y. 77. 
Eenenchles Castle (Wales), 219. 
Eenilworth, 136, 166, 221, 369 ; y. 298. 

Ctotk, 816, 817. 

Prioiy, 187 ; y. 210. 

Kenley, 89, 94, 99, 106; y. 85 is 274. 
Eeiy (Wales), 215, 266 ; y. 269. 
Kidderminster, 161, 252, 266 $ y. 231. 
Kingestun (Herefordshire), y. 48 «, 49 as 

296. 
Eingsland (Herefordshire), 228. 
Eingshme (Herefordshire), 266^ 
EnroflwooD (Stottesden), 180. 
Kington, Honour of, 295. 
KiNLST, 341, 185 fls 222, 230-1, 240- 

267, 277 ; y. 79. 
Chubch, 248, 246, 266-267, 



260. 



Park, 252-254. 
Wood, 279. 



Kinson (Stoke St. Milbuig), 7, 10, 12 «. 
Knighton Castle (Badnorshire), 209, 218 ; 

y. 162. 
Knighton j[Woroe8tenhire), 830. 

Common, 330. 

Knockin, 131. 

Knoklas Castle (Wales), 219. 

Knowle (Kinkt), 251. 

Kyngeshemede, 829. 

Kynnerton, y. 119. 

Kynton (Herefordshire), v. 79. 

L. 

Lacy V. Lassy. 

Lacre (Herefordshire), y. 81. 

Lacy, Barony or Honour oC, 66. 

Lady Halton (Bromfield), y. 212, 214, 

216, 216 ft. 
Lambom (Berkshire), y. 248, 248 n. 
Landeyaillane (Wales) 186. 
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Landewey Trefendak (Menev. I>ioc.)i ▼• 
12. 

Lanthonj Abbey (Glouoestenhire), y. 77. 

Lanthony (Monmouthshire), r. 261-2. 

Lanthony Prioxy (Monmouthshire), y. 11, 
12, 41, 42, 238-9. 

Lapley (Staffordshire), 378-380. 

Larden, 30. 

Larpol, 304«; y. 225-6; v. Tarpole. 

Lassy (Normandy), y. 5, 249, 251. 

Lau, 140, 9, Low. 

Lawton, 176, 177 ; y. 49, 97, lOOJLlO. 

Lecee (Herefordshire), y. 7 «. 

Lechlade (aiouoestershire), 208, 209, 
211. 

Lechme, 272 n, 

Lbswich, Lowxb, 298, 301, 877-378 ; 
y. 212, 215, 216, 233. 

Lbswioh, Uppbb, 871, 373 ; y. 8, 84, 
85, 87-90, 110. 

Chafxl ; y. 16, 89- 

90. 

Lee Gumbray (Lee-Gomery), 94 «. 

Lbx, Thb (Stoke St. MQburg), 19.20. 

Leighton, 72, 94 ft. 

Lei (Dometdajf) 140, 193, 218 ft, 228-9, 
23111. 

Lenhalles (now Lyonshall) Castle, (Here- 
fordshire), y. 22. 

Lenteurde Hundred (pomeaday) y. 127. 

Lenthale Zeyoles (Hereford Dioc.), 188. 

Leominster, 191, 267 ; y. 273 ». 

Leonard's Lee, 276 ft. 

Lee Giines or Clies, y. 149, 152, v. dee- 
Hill Foreet. 

Leetret (Herefordshire), y. 6 n. 

Letton, y. 72. 

LsyESDsaBEin (Wheathill), 284, 287- 

289. 

Lewes (Sussex), 166, 220-1 ; y. 275. 
Leye (Herefordshire), y. 78. 
Lhanymdhyfri Castle Wales), y. 149. 
Lichfield, 278. 
Lichfield, Diocese of, 78 ». 
Lidgate (Suffolk), y. 134, 139. 
Lidley, 67 ; y. 8, 104, 122, 122 n, 124. 
Lillingston Dansy (Line. Dioc.), 324. 
Limerick (Ireland), y. 260. 
Lincohi, 218 ; y. 139, 158, 246, 259, 267. 
Lindridge (Worcestershire), y. 204. 
Lingen (Herefordshire), y. 75, 76 n, 77. 



Linley (near Broaeley), 191-2. 
Linley (near Lydham), 85 ft. 
Lintehale (Herefordshire), 193 «. 
Linton (Herefordshire), y. 256. 
Lira, Abbey of (Normandy), 243, 306. 
Little Halton, v. West Halton. 
Little Hereford, «. Hereford. 
Lode (name of a place), y. 238. 
Loketon (Jhmesday)^ y. 202 n, 
Longborough (Gloucestershire), 208, 214. 
Llangadok (Landay. Dioc.), 865. 
Uyfiii, The Kiyer (Wales), v. 101. 
Longford, 102, y. 39. 
3Long Forest, 4-6, 45, 117, 125 ; y. 9, 52, 

61, 99, 142, 183, 198. 
Longnor, 127. 

Longnor (Staffordshire), 167, 170-1. 
Longslow (Market Drayton), y. 39. 
LoKO Stanton, 8, 25-6, 32-41, 42, 51, 

78 «, 111 » , y. 44, 62, 64, 65. 
Chubch and Pasibh, 35, 

39-41, 42 ; y. 28, 129, 174-5. 
, The Crossell, 26, 37. 



Longyille (Eaton under Heywood), 115 «. 

Lonhalles Castle «. Lenhalles. 

Loton (Park), y. 202 n. 

LouGHTON, 169 n; y. 199, 200, 201, 

202-206. 

Chapbl, 206. 

Low, The (near Farlow) 141, 164, 222, 

286-239, 244, 289. 
Lower Ledwich, o. Ledwich. 
Lower Poston, «. Poston. 
Lude (j}0«e«a Ludlow), y. 224, 235-6, 237- 

8, 280, 291, V. Ludlow. 
Lude Muchgros, y. 235, 237. 
Lude Sancy, y. 235, 237. 
Ludford, y. 212, 215, 216, 224» 225, 226 «, 

232, 288, 235-6, 288, 297, 298. 
Parish, 378 ; y. 68, 72, 216 «, 

216. 
Ludgate (London), y. 237, 237 ». 
Lttdlow, 17, 67, 201, 251, 290, 320, 363, 

376 ; y. 7-41 passim, 47, 66, 71, 83, 

162, 169, 184, 192, 195, 213 », 224, 

233-301. 
, Atjoustinb Fbiabt at, y. 



299. 



-, BoBOTJOH of, y. 70, 263, 276, 



279-291. 

, Caldeford Gate, y. 283. 
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Ladlow, Oaldeford Street, y. 299. 

, Carmelite Friaiy, v. 299. 

Ludlow Caetle, 148, 299, 876 ; t. 8, 13, 
17, 19, 24, 26, 84, 47, 48, 67, 66, 85- 
87, 234-237, 244r-247, 252, 255-^, 26<>- 
265, 268, 270, 272-275, 277-279. 

Ludlow Caistle, Chapel of St. Peter in, v. 
298. 

, Hortimer'B Tower, v. 247. 

Ludlow Chuboh and Pabish, t. 291^ 
296. 

» BSA1TPBB*8 ChaITTBT, 

T. 296. 



^ St. Mast'8 Chantbt, 

y. 296. 
Ludlow, CssbswbllPbiobt Feb, y . 800. 
, Deanery of; 10, 42, 79, 865, 371, 

382 ; y. 11, 42, 57, 89, 174, 216, 293-4. 

, GMdeford Street, v. Caldeford. 

, HospiTALLEBs' Feb, y. 800-1. 

, Liberty of; 376 ; y. 26, 284. 

Milk, V. 36, 276-7. 

, Old Street, y. 299. 

, St. Johk*8 HoBPiTikii at, y. 25, 



26, 53, 296-299, 300. 

, St. Leonard'B Chapel, y. 300. 

, Weklock Pbioby Feb, y. 299- 



300. 

, WiGMOBB Abbvt Fee, y, 800. 



Ludgershall (Wiltshire), y. 264. 
Ludflton, Luddesdon, Luddington, 287 n. 
Luppencott, v. Hill-Uppencott. 
LUTWTOHE, 109,110, 112, 118-116, 119; 

y. 52 ft. 
Lydham, 35 n. 
Lydley Heys, «. lidley. 
I^e-Hall (Dudmaston), y. 62. 
Lymbroke Nunneiy (Herefordshire), y. 76. 
Lyonshall (Herefordshire), v. Lenhalles. 
Lythewood (Monk-Hopton), 25. 



M. 



Kadeley, 134. 

. Church, 11. 

Msrebroc, 349, v. Tetneshull and Mere- 
brook. 

Magna Camberson, y. 47. 

Malbrook, 350, 358, v, Tetneshull and 
Merebrook. 

Malyem Priory, 160-168, 249. 



Mansel Gamage (Herafapdabire), 144, 140. 
Mansel Lacy (Herefordshire), y. 278. 
Mans, Le (Maine), y. 138. 
Mardele Philippi (Herefordshire), 3. 
Marden (Herefordshire), 296. 
Mabstok (Diddlebuiy), y. 8, IIO-IU. 

Ckafel, y. 111. 

Matilda Castle (in Elyein), 149. 

Maub^ (Wyre Forest), 278. 

Mawlbt, 141, 193, 218, 222, 224 «, 228- 

229, 231 ft, 355. 
Meadowley (Moryille), 64. 
Meath (Ireland), 96 ; y. 264 «, 266, 260, 

262, 266, 268. 
Mbatov (Einlet), 250, 258, 279. 
Meaton (Pedwardine), 254. 
Melbrook, 350, 353, o. Malbrook. 
Melela, 140, o. Mawley. 
Melenyth (Wales), 206 ft, 207, 213. 
Mepford (Staffordshire), 378. 
Merchelai (Herefordshire), y. 76. 
Mercia, 79, 240. 

Merebrook, 296, 849, «. TetneshulL 
Merlega (Worcestershire), 206. 
Mersetone (Stsffordshire), 878. 
Merstede (Winton. Dioe.) 84. 
Merstun, v. Marston. 
Middle, 129 n. 
MiDDLEHOPE, 32, 47; y. 2-8, 44, 47, 

61-56, 86 II, 192. 
MlBDLETOK HlOFOBD, 371 j y. 2-3, 20, 

84-87, 88, 90, 110, 238, 274. 

Chapbl, y. 86-87. 

Middleton (Oxfordshire), y. 167 ft. 
Middleton Priors, 49, 178. 
Milbrook, 301, 350, v. Merebrook. 
MnjJCHOPE, 1-6, 171. 

, LowEB, 2-4 ; y. 17, 19. 

, Uppbb, 4-6. 

, Chapel, 6. 

MiLBOK, 238, 296, 298, 800-1, 846-849, 

850, 351 n, 

Chuboh, 349. 

Moccas (Herefordshire), 296. 
Mochtree Forest, y. 16, 212, 218. 
Moghale, v. Monk-Hall. 
Momele (Hereford Diocese), 13, 268. 
Moneford (Montford), y. 12S. 
Monk-Hall, 24-26, 28, 29, 44. 
Monk-Hall, Fab orPBiOBS, 25, 27, 80- 

81, 127. 
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Monk-Hall, IlarpiB, 26, 27. 
Mokk-Hall, Loweb, 27, 30, 122, 125 », 

127. 
, UppEif, 27, 30, 122, 125 », 

127. 
MoNK-HoPTON, 2-i-27, 28-81, 37, 44, 

125 «. 

Chapel, 29-30. 

— Parish, 111 n. 

Monk-moor (Shrowsbuiy), 52. 
Monmouth Priory, v. 239. 
Montfort sur Rile (France), 207. 
Montgomery, v. 159, 229, 274, 282. 
Montgomery Castle, 43-45, 69, 286 ; y. 

34, 46, 65 », 85, 87, 88, 119. 282 ». 
, Honour o^ 36, 44, 69 j v. 

114, 115, 116. 
Morbrook (Aston Botterell), 350. 
Moor, The (Stoke St. Milburg), 7, 9, 10, 

12 ». 
MoBA (Richard's Castle), r. 224 n, 232. 
More (Staffordshire), 144. 
More-haU (Kmlet), 226-7, 232, 256. 
More, The (Lydham), 32, 33, 35. 
Moreton Corbet, 354. 
Morf Forest, 136, 212. 
Mortemer, Castle of (Normandy), 195, 198. 
Morton Say, 284 ; y. 31, 33, 34. 
Moryille, y. 145, 202. 
Moryille Church, 53 ; v. 210. 
Mosselawe, v. Munslow. 
Muchehale, or Mughale, 27, v. Monk- 

HaU. 
Mttoklby (Acton Round), 122, 127. 
Mukhole in Sopton^ 27, v. Monk-Hall, 

Far. 
MimsLOW, 2, 40 ; y. 3, 53, 95, 129, 130- 

144, 145. 
Chttbch and Pabibh, 2, 87- 

89 J V. 129, 142, 143-4, 207. 
Hundred, 3, 6, 13, 23, 31, 



39, 44-46, 50, 51, 67, 77, 88, 92, 101, 
110, 111, 113, 116-118, 125, 222, 224, 
298-9, 301, 376, 378 ; y. 3 pluries, 4, 
8-126 passim, 129, 130, 141-224 pas- 
sim, 227, 232-3, 282, 288. 
Munster (Ireland), y.262. 



N. 



Nan or Nant, 230 n. 
V. 



Narbonne (France), y. 264. 

Nash, 293, 326-7, 329, 331-333 ; y. 147. 

Chapel, 322 «, 333, 345. 

NtiiN MoNELL, 226-7, 230-232, 244, 

256, 275 n. 
Neen Savage, 140-1, 218 «, 222, 232- 

236, 239, 259, 270, 272 n, 276 ; y. 79. 

Church, 235-6, 283. 

Keen Sollars, 139, 140-1, 232, 291- 

297, 298, 331-2, 346, 350, 851 «, 353, 

376 ; y. 147. 
Church, 294, 296-7, 

349. 
Neenton, 133, 171, 192, 222. 
Nen or Nine, The Riyer, 230 n. 
Nene, 140 ter, v. Neen MoneU, Neen Sa- 

yage, Neen Sollars. 
Nethercott (Neen Sayage), 235, 274, 276. 
Nethurlye (Herefordshire), 238. 
New-Castle (Herefordshire or Wales), y. 

256. 
Newhouse Abbey (Notts), y. 156. 
Newton (Stokesay), y. 34, 36, 40, 41, 43 

», 194. 
Newton (Stottesden), 153, 160, 171-2, 

190 »; y. 101, 102, 110. 
Newtown (Stoke St. Milburg), 7, 8, 10, 

12 ft. 
Norbury (Sluwpshire), y. 169. 
Norbury (Staffordshire), y. 16. 
Normandy, 52, 59, 144-5 ; y. 138, 249, 

254, 258. 
NoBKCOTT (Stoke St. Milburg), 7, 13 ; y- 

165. 
Northampton, 71, 220. 
NortWye (Qee Forest), y. 201. 
North-Stoke, 285 ; y. 30, v. Stoke-upon- 

Tem. 
Northwood (near Kidderminster), 161, 

162. 
NoBTHWOOD (Stottesden), 160, 171, 172- 

177 ; y. 97, 101, 102, 110. 
Norton and Atton (Oxfordshire), 356. 
NoBTON (Aaton BottreU), 140-1, 279- 

281. 

Norton Castle (Radnorshire), 309. 
NoBTON (Culmington), y. 61, 182, 183, 

190. 

Norton in Hales, 53. 

Norton (Kinlet), 245. 

Norton (near Presthemede), 266. 

42 
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Norton (Northamptonshire), 320. 
Norwich Cathedral, v. 184. 
Nottingham, t. 245. 
Nymyngton K^gifl (Deronshire), 320. 

O. 

Oabxet (now Oakley Park), v. 220, 221, 

222-223. 
Okeham (KutlaQdshire), 208-9, 310. 
Onibubt, 3 ; t. 8, 15, 17, 19, 65-58, 

214, 219, 274. 

Chitbch, 3 ; V. 57-58. 

Onny, The River, y. 33. 

Oswestry, 119, 123, 314 j t. 126, 240. 

Castle, 223. 

, Honour of; 282. 

OyebsHxtndbbd, 139, 141,193, 222, 224, 

273, 291, 298-301, 315-381 j)a«ftm; 

V. 4. 
Oyxbton (Burford), 325, 343 ; 82, 83. 
Otebton (Kichard's Castle), 343 ; ▼. 222, 

bis, 224 n, 229-232. 
Otbbton (Stottesden), 140-1, 222, 224, 

269-271, 272 », 857, 359 ; v. 103. 
OxENBOLD, 20-26, 27-30, 37, 66, 191 ; 

T. 45, 62. 

Park, 23-4, 38. 

Oximin, The (Normandy), 52. 
Oxford, V. 88, 118, 218, 246, 251, 255. 



Pakemore (Ditton Priors), t. 198. 
Palestine, 58, 67 «, 222, 277 ; v. 138. 
Partenay (Poitou), 313. 
Patinton Hundred, 8, 26, 27, 41, 51, 79, 

89, 94, 110 », 133, 139 ; v. 3, 145. 
Patton, 30, 32 his, 40 », 41-47, 285; 

V. 28, 35, 14, 45, 47, 85 n, 129. 
Peaton (Corfliam), v. 162, 166-167. 
Pecton (Wiltehire), v. 76. 
Pedwardiue, 244, 254. 
Pemhroke, 63. 

Pembridgo (nerefordshire), 47 ; v. 166. 
Porshore Abbey (Worcjestershire), 804. 
Pertewurth (Wiltsliirc), 21S. 
Pickthom, 160, 165, 171-2, 185 «. 
Pimlcy, 57. 

Pionie (nerefordshire), v. 6 ». 
Pitchford, y. 103, 109. 



Pittes, 248. 

Plash, y. 122 «. 

Poitou, 63, 146. 210, 211, 212 j v. 269. 

Pole (Stanton Lacy>, y. 24-25, 274. 

Poles Farm, v. Pole. 

Pontefract (Yorkshire), v. 249. 

Portsmouth, 21, 59, 64 ; y. 59, 269. 

Possethome v. Poston. 

PosTOK, LowEB, 86 ; y. 2, 3, 206-207. 

PosTOW, Uppeb, 37, 86, 336; v. 2, S, 

61-64, 100, 206. 
Pbestoote (Stottesden), 153, 158-9, 

179 ; y. 202. 
Prestone (Preston Gubbalds), t. 1. 
Priest Ledwich, 377, v. Ledwich, Lower. 
Priors Halton (Bromfield),y. 212, 214, 215. 
Pulyerbatch, 137. 
, Barony o^ 57, 62, 63, 133, 

137. 
Pyklesoote, 44. 



Q. 

Quat, 56, 160. 

— Chiurh, 1 «. 

Quatford, 52 ; v. 234. 

Church, 153 ; y. 170, 173, 185, 

193. 
Qucnynton Preccptoiy (Oloacostershire), 

y. 252. 



R. 

Radmore Abbey (Staffordshire), y. 248. 
Radnor, 309. 
Radnor Castle, 207. 

, Honour of, 217. 
Raqdon (Hope Rowdier), y. 118-120. 
Rca, The Riyer, 230, 350. 
Reading, y. 170. 
Rhcims (France), 379, 
Ribbosfprd (Woroestersliire), 259. 
Richard's Castle (Herefordshire), 304, 307, 

311, 314, 327, 328; v. 182, 224, 225, 

226, 235-6, 275, 283. 
, HoxouB or Babont at, 

208, 302-319 pa^m, 328, 330-35S 

passim, 366; y. 82, 221, 225-233, 

246. 

, Hospital of, y. 232. 

, Parish of, y. 216, 227. 
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Richard's Nexn, 218 n, 230-232, 

240, V. Neen-Monell. 
Bidware (StaffordBhire), 378. 
Bochfiford (Herefordshire), 306-8, 310 «, 

319, 321. 

Chapel, 306. 

Bochelle (Aunis), 210 ; v. 264. 

Rochull (Wall-Town), 274-6. 

Bock, V. Aks. 

BockhiU (Burford), 342, 345. 

Borne, 379. 

Bomslej, v. 62. 

Boss (Herefordshire), t. 161. 

Bottdey or Botteley (Lichf. Bioc.), 366. 

Bouen (Normandy), 143, 208 ; v. 258. 

, Abbey of St Ouen at, 198. 

Bomnois, The (Normandy), 144. 
Bouthall, V. Bathall. 
Budge, 222, 224, 272 », 373 ; v. 87, 88. 
Buesset Hundred, t. 202 ». 
BusHBUBT, 13, 89, 90, 92, 94-105, 

369, 370; v. 166, 274. 

Chuboh, 104-106, 371-2. 

Parish, 91. 

Pbopeb), 96-98. 

BUTHALL, 38, 47-51. 

Bye Felton (Bromfield), v. 212, 214, 215, 

216. 
Bye (Sussex), y. 134 ». 



S. 



Saint Alkmnnd's Church (Shrewsbuzy), t. 

1,209. 
Saint David's, Church of, v. 239. 
Saint Edmundsbuiy Abbey (Suffolk), r. 

134-189. 

, Honour of, r. 138. 

Saint Florence at Salmur, Abbey of, 241. 
Saint Gregoi^ of MorviUe, Church and 

Parish of, 53, 82-3, 131 n. 
Saint Machary (Gascony), 66. 
Saint Magnus the Martyr, Church of 

(London), 84. 
Saint Maixent (Picardy), 211, 313. 
Saint Mary Magdalen, Church of (Bridg- 
north), 157 ; V. 173. 
Saint Mary of Bromfield, the Collegiate 

Church of, 300, 377 ; v. 2, 207, 210, 

211, 291. 



Saint Mary of Shrewsbury, Church of, 

377 ; V. 207 ». 
Saint Michaers Chapel (Shrewsbury Cas- 
tle), V. 206. 
Saint Milburg, Church of, 6, 111 ; t. 2. 
, Land of, 1, 2, 125, 133, 

288 ; V. 198. 
Saint Paul's (London), 157. 
Saint Peter's (Hereford), 4, 7 ; v. 11, 29, 

41, 239. 
Saint Peter's (Shrewsbury), 140, 142, 

153, 236 ; t. 145. 
Saint Bemigius at Bheims, Abbey of, 300, 

378-9, 380, 381. 
Saint Swithin's (Worcester), 158. 
Saint Taurin at Evereux, Mona>tcry of, 

V. 262-3. 
Saint Victor en Caux (Normandy), C'astle 

and Honour of, 198, 207. 

, Priory of, 198. 

Salisbury, r. 75 «. 

Salmur (on the Loire), 241. 

Sandford (Prees), 48, 50, 51. 

Sapey, Lower (Worcestershire), 327-8. 

Soevintone, v. 2, «. Steventon. 

Scotland, 146. 

Seckley Wood, 278. 

Seez Abbey (Normandy), 381 ; v. 170-173, 

187. 

Setha {Bomesday), v. 2, «. Sheet. 

Severn, The Biver, 161, 276. 

Shbbt, 222, 224, 233, 272 », 396 ; v. 3, 

38, 72-73, 216, 233, 291. 
Shelderton, v. 18. 

SheriTsUpton (Wygom. Dioc), 297. 
Shifihal, V. 69. 
Shineton, 224. 
Shipley, 222, 224. 
Shipton, 87. 
Shire (Burford), 333. 
Shirfield (Hampsliirc), 68 n. 
Shirley (Herefordshire), v. 74, 76 ii. 
Shirlot Forest, 31, 122, 166, 172, 177, 

238. 
Shobdon (Herefordshire), 201, 267, 273 } 

V. 251. 
Shradicot (Staffordshire), v. 176. 
Shrawardine Castle, 55. 
Shrewsbury Abbey, 52-54, 65, 70, 71, 76, 

77 », 78, 80, 82-84, 89-91, 127-8, 131- 

2, 136 M, 152-159, 163, 165, 171, 236 ; 
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T. 55, 57, 69, 166, 169-174 passitn, 

201-206 passimy 246. 
Shrewsbury, Abbey-Foregate, 136 n. 

, Abbey Parish-Church, 337. 

Castle, 55. 

— , St. Michaers Chapel 



in, V. 206. 



-, Town of, 128; v. 294. 



Shuston (StafTordshiro), 167. 

Sicily, 58. 

Sidbury, 175, 196, 222. 

SiEFTON, v. 41, 145-6, 160-163, 164, 182- 

185, 187, 193-196. 

, aifford Priory Fee, ▼. 195-6. 

-, Haughmond Abbey Fee, v. 

193-4. 

Mill, V. 154, 194. 

SiLViKOToy, 168, 301, 371-2, 378-382. 

Churoh, 382. 

SiHON*B Bbohpisld, 218-220, 221. 

Sirendone (Wiltshire), 244. 

Sireton, y. 2, v. Siefton. 

Skimblescott, 110. 

Skipton Chamfleur (Glouoeetenhire), t. 

165. 
Snodhull, Honour of, v. 77. 
Smethcote, 44 ; t. 27. 
Snitton (Caioham), 361-2, 871. 
Southam (Gloucestershire), 146. 
South Stoke, 285 ; v. 30, v. Stokesay. 
Sfabohfobd, y. 165, 170, 178-181. 
Spoonbill Wood (Burton), 122. 
Stafford, St. Nichohis' Chapel, y. 176 ». 
Staffordshu^ (Ancient), 189. 
Stana (Wiltshire), y. 76. 
Stanage, 248, 251, 252 ». 
Stimford (Herefordshire), v. 75. 
Stanford Sturmey (Woroeetershire), 327, 

328. 
Stanton, v. Long-Stanton. 
Stanton {posUa Holgate), v. Castle Hoi- 

gate. 
Stanton-Holgate Farm, 51 ». 
Stanton Lact, 72, 299 ; y. 2-3, 4-26, 

37, 86, 108, 213, 233, 235, 253, 277-8. 
Chuboh, y. 3, 4, 7, 11- 



12. 



Liberty, v. 8-10, 18, 26, 



282. 
Stanwardme m the Fields, 41. 
Staitway, 89-94, 100. 



Stanway Boso, 91. 

, Lower, 91, 92, 93, 94. 

, Upper, 91, 92. 

Staplcton (in Leghameese), Castle and 

Manor of, 311, 316. 
Steeple Winterbum (Dorsetshire), 233. 
Stspple, 110, 141, 222, 224 Js 239- 

240, 272 ». 
STsysKTOir, 67, 396 ; y. 3, 38, 68-72, 

73, 216, 220, 238-4, 291. 
Stiperstones Forest, 110 ; y. 49, 52, 82. 
Stirchley, y. 177-180, 181 n, 
Stirling, 225. 
Stoches, y. 2, v. Stokesay. 
Stoke Bliss (Hereforeshire), y. 195. 
Stokb (Burford), 326, 835, 838-340, 

342, 343. 
Stoke-Edith (Hereford8hii«), 193 f». 
Stokes (near Stottesden), 151. 
Stokb St. MiLBUsa, 6-20, 285, 882 ; 

y. 113, 198. 
, Chubgh and Parish of, 10-13, 

19, 268. 

, St. Milburg's Cross, 8. 

, Wodhull, 286. 



Stokesay, 72, 285; y. 3, 7, 29-44, 70, 
71, 73, 85 », 99, 216, 274, 290. 

Castle, y. 37, 290. 

Chubch, y. 28, 31, 41-44, 

129, 217 II. 

, Haughmond Abbey Foe in, y. 



40, 4L 
Stoke upon Tern, 285 ; y. 30, 31-35 poM- 

MM, 276. 
Stone- AcTOK, 91-92, 121 n. 
Stone Priory (Staffordshire), y. 176. 
Stope, 117 V. Easthope. 
Stottesden, 12, 140-1, 142-180, 212, 

249, 252, 269, 271, 277 ; y. 202-3. 
, Bb&bwicks oi; 141*143, 

169-160. 
Chitboh, 140, 142, 162- 

168, 162, 192, 273, 289, 359 ; y. 174. 
-, Deanery of; 131 », 235, 256 



«, 267. 



, Hundred of, 139, liXplwrtM^ 

150-1, 152 fi, 166, 167, 172, 179, 186, 
190, 192, 222-224, 212, 273, 286, 288, 
2U8 ; V. 161 M, 198-2(X), 2ai, 284. 

.Stowe and Weston, 251, 254. 

Stratford (Horofordshire), r. 74. 
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StrattoD, y. 230. 

Strong(*ford (near Kinlet), 252. 

Sturchley, v. Stirchley. 

Sualun (Lincolnshire), 244. 

Sudtelch {Domesday) y 27 ; v. 1. 

Sutton (Chelmarsh), 224 ». 

Sutton, Gbeat, 32 ; r. 2, 3, 61, 64-68, 

85 n, 93, 99 his, 100, 274. 
Suttok, Little, v. 2, 3, 10, 47, 61, 62, 

90-100, 101, 110, 111, 189. 
Sutton St. Nicholas, or Sutton Frene 

(UerafordBhire), 295. 
Sutton Stunuey (Worcestershire), 827- 

329. 

T. 

Taslej, 123 n. 

Tatenshul, 296, «. TetneshulL 

Tajne, Oyer and Nether (Stafibrdshire), 

V. 141 n. 
Team, The lUver, 290, v. Teme. 
Tedenesolle, 300, 349, v. Tetneshull. 
Tedston Wafi« (Herefordshire), 185-6. 
Teme, The River, 290 ; v. 238, 297. 
Temple, The (London), t. 265. 
Tenbury (Woroestershire), 306, S08y 381 ; 

V. 163 ». 

Church, 806. 

Tenerchebray (Normandy), 200. 
Tetbury (Glouoestershire), 212. 
Tetenhall (Staffordshire), 144, 146, 146 n, 

148. 
Txtkeshitll and Mebebbook, 349- 

355. 
Tet«till, 301, 350. 
Thonolands, 13, 81, 85-88, 91 ; ▼. 64, 

189, 207. 

Chapel, 87-88. 

Thometon (Line. Bioc), 163. 

Tibbenham (Norfolk), v, 139. 

Tichcford, v. TugfonL 

Ticklerton, v. 116. 

TiLBOF (Burford), 326, 333-4, 343. 

Titterstone dee Hill, 351, 372 ; v. 88 «. 

Tockeham (WUtshire), 248. 

Tong, 150. 

Torchcetone (Herefordshire), v. 209. 

Tomay, Fief of, 92 ». 

Tomclaus Hundred (Herofordahire), v. 74. 

Trewam (Wales), 149. 



Trim (Ireland), v. 270. 

Castle, T. 268, 273, 277. 

Trosdref Mill (Wales), t. 101, 104. 
TroFOKD, 70 »,79-88, 89, 91,129, 131«; 
V. 199, 203-4. 

Chapel, 82-85 ; t. 174. 

Mill, 70 », 80, 82 n. 

TuBFOED (lUchard's Castle), v. 233. 



U. 

Uffington, 57-59. 

Ulfei Hundred (Herefordshire), v. 226, v. 

Wolfy. 
Ulferlau (Herefordshire), v. 6 «, 7 n. 
Ulster (Ireland), v, 240, 262. 
Upper Arley Church, 278. 
Upper Ashford, v. Ashford Jones. 
Upper Ledwich, v. Ledwich. 
Upper Poston, v. Poston. 
Upper Stanway, v. Stanway. 
Uppington, 137. 
Upton Creesett, 28 », 281. 
Upton Magna, 123 ; t. 126. 

V. 

Yaucoulour (Vauooleurs, France), y. 240, 

273. 
Yemeuil (Normandy), y. 254. 
Vexin, The (Normandy), 143-4. 
Vire (Normandy), y. 249 ». 

W. 

Wales, 38, 66 », 181 ; y. 107. 

Marches of, 52 ; v. 230, 242, 2lQ6. 

Walford (Brompton Brian), 272 n. 

Walkebslow (Stottesden), 153, 160, 
163-171 ; V. 203. 

Wall-8Ub-Hetwood (Bushbupy), 87,96- 
6, 98-99. 

W^alle (Neen Savage), 140-1, t^ Wall- 
town. 

Wall-town, 231 », 244, 249, 274-276. 

Walterston, Manor of, y. 279. 

Walthfi, 140, V. Wheathill. 

Waltham (Essex or Hampshire), 880. 

Walton (Onibury), 8 ; y. 17, 19, 55-67, 
219, 274. 

Walton Savage, 140-1, 271-274. 
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Walton (Somersetshire), 243-245, 248. 
WarmiiiBter (WUtshire). 56, 59, 60, 61 «, 

62-64, 66, 67 n. 

^^ Church, 61. 

Warren, Honour of (Normandy), 198. 
Warwick, v. 45, 48. 

, Templars* Bailiwick o^ t. 122. 

Warwickshire (ancient), 139. 

Water Eyton (Staffordsliire), 171. 

Weho, V. Yeo. 

Welewe (Hertfordshire), 3. 

Wem, V. 84. 

Wenlock, Much, 81, 45-6, 82, 1?2, 125 ; 

y. 213 ». 
Wenlock, Deanery of, 10, 40, 72, 83, 87, 

104, 119, 126, 131 », 138 ; t. 120, 127, 

143. 
, Franchise or Liberty of, 5, 23, 

24 », 30, 111, 113, 125, 134, 288 ; t. 3, 

4, 112, 113, 199. 
, Parish and Church of, 2, 29, 



125-6. 



Priory, 4, 5, 7, 10-13, 19, 22, 

26, 27, 29, 31, 37, 39, 42-3, 46, 52, 76, 
78, 100, 111, 113, 126-7, 135, 139, 289, 
876-6, 381 } V.41, 86-7, 111-114, 157, 
167, 182, 186, 210, 217, 299, 300. 

, St. Mary's Chapel in, 81, 



111. 

Wentnor, 118 «, 269. 
Weobley (Herefordshire), v. 22, 35, 240-1, 

243, 249, 253, 274, 276. 

Castle, T. 256. 

Weoly (Worcestershire), 105. 
West-Bradley, 163, 168. 
Westbury (Gloucestershire), 146. 
'V^ssTHALTON(Bromfield), r. 220-222, 

228. 
Westminster, 3, et passim. 

>- Abbey, 161, 194 ; ▼. 208. 

Weston and Stow, 261, 254. 

Weston Bradwardine (Herefordshire), v. 

107-109. 
Wbstoit (Burford), 326, 330, 834-5, 

840-841. 
Wbston (Monk-Hopton), 24r-26, 28, 29, 

80, 122. 
Weston (near Stanage), 248. 
Weston (under Bed Castle), 91. 
Weston upon Wye (Herefordshire), v. 108. 
Westwall (Buahbury), 96, 100. 



Westwood Nunnery (Worcestershire) ,303, 

305-6, 333 », 334 n. 
Wetemore (Loughton), v. 205. 
Wetlington (Stokesay), r. 31, 32-34, 36, 

38-^1, 73. 
Wexford (Ireland), v. 255. 
Wheathill, 141, 288-290 ; t. 30, 33, 

34, 187, 199, 200. 

Chxtbch, 163, 155, 188, 

289-290. 

WHBTMOEE(Burford),326,827-831,332. 

Whitbatch (BromMd), v. 214, 215, 216. 
Whitbbook (Richard's Castle), 307 ; v. 

212, 282. 
Whiteminster, v. Oswestry. 
Whitton (Burford), 326, 841-843. 

Chapel, 322 «, 337, 843. 

Whitynton fVVigom. Dioc.) 227. 

Wich, or Wiches (W^oroestershire and 

Cheshire), 251, 306, 338 it, 360-1 ; ▼. 

150. 
Wichbold (Worcestershire), 306-7, 309, 

317, 320. 
Wichcott (Great Sutton), t. 65-68, 274. 
Wickham (Kent), v. 156. 
Widmarsh (near Hereford), 221. 
Wiginton (Staffordshire), 144^ 
WiOLEY (Stanton Lacy), v. 26, 274. 
Wigmore (Herefordshire), 205, 223, 262 ; 

T. 253. 
Abbey, 204-5, 226, 231, 235, 243, 

245, 251, 255-6, 267-8, 272-274, 359, 

361, 363-4 ; t. 300. 

Castie, 194, 202, 205. 213, 214, 



221, 225, 233, 237, 239, 266 ; v. 235, 
253, 279, 283. 

, Chatellany of, v. 74, 77. 

Church, 268. 

-, Honour of, 216. 



WiLDEBHOPB (Rushbury), 96, 98-9, 

100-102, 107, 115. 
WUderley, v. 114, 115, 116. 
Wilferstone, v. Willstone. 
Willersley (Herefordshire), v. 101. 
Willey, 96, 99. 
Willey in Waleherid, 316. 
WiLLSTONB or Wilson (Cardington), ▼. 

122, 124, 126. 
Wilton (Herefordshire), v. 36. 
Wilureston, v. Willstone. 
Winchelcumbc (Glouoostersh.), v. 262. 
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WinchoBter, 160, 193 ; 158, 261. 
Windsor, 206 n, 212, 278, 815 ; r. 256, 

262. 

Castle, V. 273. 

Winsbury, 44. 
Winwoods (Einlet), 279. 
Wistanstow, y. 209. 

Church, V. 209. 

Witham (Somersetshire), r. 136. 

Wittingslow, y. 59. 

WodetoD, 8, V. Wootton. 

Wolferton, v. Woofferton. 

Wolforlowe, Manor of, v. 278. 

Wolfy Hundred (Herefordshire), 141 ; y. 

224 ^er. 
WoUerton, v. Woofferton. 
Wolyerhampton, 145 n. 
Wolyerley (Wygom. Dioc,), 257. 
Womboume (Staffordshire), 139. 
Wombridge Priory 106-7 ; y. 181 «. 
Woodhouse, 353, 354. 
WooDHOUSE (Stottesden), 177,180, 287. 
Woodstock, 11 ft; y. 188, 150. 
WooTFEBTON, 316; y. 82, 220, 226, 

227-8, 229. 
, Franchalimot of, y. 227, 

229, 232, 283. 
Woolphy Hundred,* «. Wolfy Hundred. 



Wootton (Stanton Lacy), y. 16-19, 56, 

57, 274. 
Worcester, 124, 151, 164, 200, 206 n, 

242, 250, 269, 276, 284, 805, 318 ; y. 

237, 245, 264, 267. 
, Church of, 183, 291, 840; y. 



208. 



• Prioiy, 326. 

-, St. Andrew's Chuieh, 326. 



Worcestershire, 276. 

Worfield, y. 140. 

Wormley Priory (Herefordshire), y. 22. 

Wbiceton (Stottesden), 153, 160, 168- 

171. 

Chapel, 153, 171. 

Wulfreton (Bichard's Castle), 316, v. 

Woofferton. 
Wye, The Kiyer, v. 250. 
Wtbe, Fobebt op, 160, 249, 255, 276- 

279. 
Wytheford, 182 ; y. 52. 



Y. 

Yarpole (Herefordshire), 304 «; y. 226. 
Yeo (Aldon), y. 27. 
York, 213, 118, 312. 
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•^* In the following Index, Names which belong to Official Lists, or seem to have 
any Oenealogical relation, are usually classified in order of succession, not alphabetically. 

Where such Official Lists haye been already given in the body of the Work, the 
Index makes general reference thereto, but does not repeat the individual names unless 
they have occurred in some other connection. 



A. 

Aaron, John (Rector of Broseley and 

Madeley), 11. 
Abdon, Alan de, 129. 

, Herbert le Bonde of, 130. 

^ J Emma wife of, 130. 



Abdon, Hectors of, 132. 

, Robert, Lord of; 128. 

, Richard, Nephew of, 128. 

Abel or Aberd, John, v. Stanway. 
Abergavenny, Barons of, v. 135, v. 

Hastings. 
Abert, John (Chaplain), 87, 88. 



820 



INDEX OF PERSONS. 



Achilles (of Diddlebury), 129 ; v. 167, . 

172, V. Beche. 
— — , William, Bon of, 129. 
Acley, V, Oakley. 
Acombury, Prioress and Conyent of, v. 

23, 191-2, 277. 
Aoombury, Prioresses of — 

Katherine de Lacy (1262), y. 192 », v. 

Lacy. 
Margery (1269), y. 27a 
Catherine de Ghmeyill {circa 1315), 
y. 23 f». 
Acton (of Gretton), Walter de, 107. 
Acton (Bound), Adam, Parson of, 125 ; 

V. 172. 
, Alurich, Proyost of, 121, 127. 



-, Engelard de (1191, 1200), 124. 

-, Engelard de (1222, 1227), 124. 

, Lamina, wife of, 124. 

, , , Alexander, 

brother of, 124. 

, Engelard de (1255, 1274), 124^5. 

—- , , John Engelard (son of), 



119, 126. 

, Thomas de, 112, 124. 

, Boger, brother o^ 112, 

124. 
Acton Bound, Undertenants in, 126. — 
Bichard de Corye, 125. 
Bichardfitz Adam, 124. 
Bichard le Lokere (1180), 127. 
-ffildred (T.RE. and 1086), v. 2, 26, 27, 

29. 
JEM (T.B.E.), y. 2, 44, 51, 62, v. Alsi. 
^luuard (T.B.E.), 61. 
^luuin (T.B.E.), 94. 
Ailriche, v. Eylrich. 
Akes, Acres or Aka, Boger de (1265-74), 

y. 8, 9 his. 
Alan (Testis), 90 n. 
Albert, John, 17, 70. 
Albinyac, Philip de, v. 261. 
Alcester, Monks of, y. 171, 172. 
Alcher (1086), 140, 180, v. Fitz Aer. 
Aldenham, William de (1255), y. 69. 
, William de (1267-70), y. 69, 

70. 



Aldon, Hugh Senesot of, y. 27. 
Aldon, Bichard de Kinere of, y. 38. 

, Bichard fitz Gilbert of, y. 38. 

Alexander, Dean (1212), y. 172. 
Algar, Earl of Mercia, 378-9. 

, Burchard, son of, 379. 

Almagne, Bichard, King of, 16, 17, 66-68; 

y. 65, 99. 

, , Edmund, son of; 17 n, 68-69. 

Ahicto, Jordan de, 244, 247, 292-4. 
, , Amice, wife of, 244, 

247. 
AWc (T.B.E.), 105. 
Alsi (T.BJB.), 140, 269; y. 2, 44, o. 

^Isi. 
Aluric (T.B.E.), 75, 89; y. 2 ter, 61, 

64,84. 
Aluric, Clerk (Tenant of Sflyington iem. 

Hen. I.), 380. 

, Edith, wife of, 380. 

Aluuin (T.B.E.), 42, «. Bhrain and 

^luuin. 
Alyeric (Bnral Dean), 131. 
Amundeyille, Bichard de, 122, 123. 
, , Matilda deVerdon, 

wife of, 122-3. 
Andrew, of Ludlow, Steyenton, Clee St. 

Mai^aret. — 
Andrew fitz Milo, y. 31, 32, 38, 70, 
285. 

, Nicholas Andrew, son o^ 77; 

V. 32, 38, 69, 70, 71, 80. 

•, Geoflfrey, brother of^ 






, John de (circa 1315), y. 23 n. 
Aldermoneston, Peter de, y. 106. 

, , Agnes, wife of, I 

y. 106. ' 



(1250-1274), y. 54, 71, 80, 286 bis. 
, , James, brother oi, 



71,80. 



, , Joanna and Sibil, 

daughters of, v. 71. 

, , John, son and heir 



ofi V. 71. 
Master William Andiew (Clerk), 77, 

78 ; y. 23, 71. 
Angeyin, Gi?rard le, 124 ; v. 32. 

, Philip (1230), y. 197. 

Anglicus, John, 321. 
Angouldme, Comtes of, r. Marche. 
Annibaldi, Stephen, 157, v. HannibaH 
Archdeacon, Elizabeth (1401), 324. 
Ardomo, Balph dc, 59; y. 218, 256. 

^ ^ ^gncs de la Mare, 

wife of, 59, V. Mare. 
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Ardeme (of Emlet), John de, 258. 
Ann e trewe, Dame (Ooparoener in Mans- 

low, 1265), T. 141. 
Arniz, Ralph de (1256-1272), 174., 219, 

235, 266 ; T. 88, 205. 
y Ralph de (1296-1311) 176 ter, 177, 

279. 

, Adam de (1889), 176. 

Arundel, Adam (1306), 119, 355. 
Anmdel, Sari of, 19.— 

, William de Alhini (I), t. 254. 

f Richard Mfcz Alan (I), 128, v. 

Fitz Akn. 

-, Edmund Fits Alan (1), t. 125, 



V. Fitz Alan. 

-, Richard Fitz Alan (U), 120. 



Arondel, Edmund de (1860), 171 v. 

Srrata. 
Arundel, John Fitz Alan de (1292), 17, 

19. 
Arundel of TetneahuU and Habherley. — 

, Adam de (1196), 851-2. 

, Ghiy, or Wido, de (1199-1201), 



352. 



852. 



-, Adam (II) de (1230-1240), 

-, John de (1255), 352-3. 
-,John (II) de (1264-1288), 



296, 868. 



-, A^ee, daughter of, 353. 
-, Isabella, wife of, 353-4. 



, John (HI) de (1292-1801), 

353-4. 
Aahfield, Adam le Kynge of, 50. 
Aahford, John le Pestur of, v. 288. 

, Richard de (1295), v. 291. 

, , ChriBtiana, wife of, 

V. 291. 
, Richard le Pestur of, v. 289. 



Ashford (Carbonel), G^fifrey le Tayleur 

of, V. 88. 
, , G«off^y, son of, t. 

83. 
Ashford (Upper), Reginald de (1221), t. 

80. 
, , John, son of, v. 80 ter. 

^ Reginald de (1259), v. 80. 

, Walter fitz Odo of, v. 76, 80, 



230. 
Aston (Botterell), Philip fitz Hugh of, 
174 n. 

V. 



Aston (Botterell), Rector of, 72. 
Aston, (near Munslow), Henry de (1267- 
1292), y. 142, 148. 

, Herbert de la Hull of, 7. 49. 

, John de {ci/roa 1250), v. 49, 142. 

y Richard Russell of^ v. 50. 

y Robert de, v. 50. 

, -, Christiana, wife dty v. 60. 

, Thomas de Stoke o( v. 48, 49, 



142. 



142. 



-, Thomas Scrymote o( v. 60. 

', WilHam fitz Elen of (1269), ▼. 

, William, son of William de (1308), 

V. 60. 
Athol, Thomas de Qalwey, Earl of^ 811, 

312. 
Audley, Henry de, 84, 91, 92. 
, James, (I) de, 220; ▼. 164, 182 •, 

274. 

, Nicholas (I) de, v. 147, 162. 

, y Catherine QifQird, wife 

of; V. 147, 162. 

, James (111) de, 197. 

y y Joan de Mortimer, wife o^ 



197. 



Aula, Robert de, v. Castle Holgate. 

Aumale, Stephen, Count o^ 196. 

— -, , Hawise de Mortimer, 

wife of, 196. 
Aumerugge v, Elmbridgeu 
Aunger, Gilbert (Rector of Wheathill), 

188,290. 
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y. 14, 22, 47, 54, 61, 66, 66, 67, 70, 117, 
125, 278 n. 
, , Hugh, brother of, 97, 167, 



168, 192, 266. 

,^ , ^ Alice, daughter o^ 

167, 168, 0. Beysin. 
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, , Isabella, daughter of, 

y. 21, V. Deyereux and Pembruge. 
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y.81. 
Carbonell of Ashford-Carbonell, and Oyer- 

ton, y. 343. 
, Geofifrey {tem, Henry II), 181 ; 

V. 81. 
, William (1174-1210), 21, 308, 
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•, Nicholaa (1284-92), y. 11, 70, 



INDEX OF PERSONS. 



Gj'lrich of LudLDir, Stanton Iaoj, uid 

StoYuiton (otmiBHierf). — 

, Nicholw, Junior (1292), T. 290. 
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Finemunt, William de, 288. 
Fitr-Adam, Howel, v. 49, 62, 102, 
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104 «, 213, V. BarrL 
Girros, Family of, 37, 57. 

, Bobert (I) de, 20, 57 ; y. 62. 

-, Bobert (II) de, 20-28, 83, 37, 



62, 65 », 71 9S 76, 77, 287 ; y. 45, 52, 68. 
i 1 Agnes, Aunt o^ v. 



Banastre. 



-, Isabel, wife ot, 22. 



Girros of Long Stanton. — 

, Boger (I}de, 22, 87, 115; y. 62, 

195. 
, Boger (H), de (1251-1261), 24, 

37 bit, 50, 115, 116 ; y, 62, 68. 



Girros of Long Stanton (ctmUmte^. — 

y Henry le (1333), 84 ». 

f J Biohard, brother of^ 84 ik 

— , f , Mabel Brown, 

wife o( 84 Ik 
Girros (of Northwood), Philip, son of 

Philip de, 178. 
Girros (of Wheathill), William de, 284, 

28a > 
Glanyill, Banulf de (Justiciar), y. 280. 
Glaseley, Wido de (e. 1236), 166. 

, Guido de (1303, 1311), 176, 

177. 
Gbuoester, Abbot at, y. 7, 218, 214, 217, 
218.— 
Walter de Laoy, v, haoj. 
Hameline, y. 211. 
Gilbert Foliot, y. 148 «, 170 «. 
Henry Foliot (late Prior of Brom- 
field), y. 56, 218. 
Glouoester, Earls oL — 

Bobert the Consul, y. 250, 251. 
William (tern. Hen. II), y. 211, 212. 
Gilbert de Clare (1260), 218, 221. 
Gloucester, Walter de, y. 241. 

, — — , Milo, son oS, y. 242, 
247, «. Hereford, Earls oL 

"y Boger, son oi^ 



9 f 

y. 246, 0. Hereford. 
Godefrid, Master (2MU e. 1180), y. 82. 
Godard (of Milson), John (1284), 848. 

, Hugh (1292), 848. 

, John (1338), 349. 

— — , , Margaret, wife ot 849. 

Godiya, The Countess, 140, 261. 
Godrio (of SteppleT.B.E.), 140, 239. 
Goduin (of Lutwyche and Bitteriey 

T.B.E.), 114, 300, 367. 
Godwin, Earl (T JLB.), 198, 299, 802 ; 

y. 209. 
Goisfrid (of Stepple 1086), 140, 239. 
Goldsmith of Ludlow. — 

, Balph (1221), y. 218, 228. 

, Balph (1256), y. 286. 

^ Geoflfrey (1274), y. 288. 

Goon, William, 112. 

Goumay, Matthew, 824. 

, ^ Piulippa, wife o( 

824. 
Grandison, Otto de (1283), y. 278. 
Gray, 0. Grey. 
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Greet, LotcIbq^ — 

, Peter de (1188), 834-6 j t. 82. 

y Philip de (1188-1221), 21, 186, 

386, 838, 340 ; v. 82. 

-, Geoffrey de (1280-1240), 886, 



837. 



^1 1 Agnes, wife o^ 886, 887. 

— , , , Btchard, brother 

of; 886. 

-, Peter de (1258-1278), 817, 818, 



321, 336-6, 887, 840 ; v. 229. 

J Peter, Bon of (1284), ▼. 



81. 



-, Geofitey de (1284-1287), 386. 
-, PhiHp de (1807-1311), 88^7, 



346. 



-,•••, Lftdy of (1811), 846. 

-, , William, son o^ 846. 

-, PhiUp de (oecuus 1267), y. 88. 



Greet, Hectors of, 337.— 

, Philip de Gieet, aUat Thonglands, 

Bector of, 837 ; t. 18. 
Greet of Wootton, Onibury, Walton, etc. 
y Thomas de, 8, 886 ; ▼. 10, 18 n, 

19, 40, 49, 63, 67, 70, 288. 
, y Aminift, wife o^ 8 ; v. 18, 

19, 27, 67. 
— , , Agnes and Matilda, daugh- 
ters of, 8 ; y. 19. 
, , Boger, son o£; 8 ; ▼. 19, 

67. 
Greet, William de {circa 1193), 386. 

y William de (1308), 336. 

Gregory (Priest), v. 220. 

Grendon (Herefordshire), Boger, Bector 

ot V. 196. 
Grendon, Warin de (1210-21), t. 196, 

286. 
y Warin de (1269-70), y. 191, 

192, 196. 
Gh^ne, William de la (Yicar of Stottes- 

den), 168. 
Grete, v. Greet. 

Gretel, William, Clerk of, 71 «. 
Gretton, Boger de la Hulle of, 102. 

, y Sibil, wife o^ 102. 

, , , Bicbard, son of 

(1822), 102. 
Grey (of Beckbury), Edward (1621), 

136. 
— , Thomas, 135 n. 



Gwy of Wilton.-^ 

, Beginald de (oh, 1808), y. 86. 

— , y John, son of, y. 36, 37 n, 

, y , Matilda, wife o^ v. 

86. 
Greyby, John de (Canon of St. Chads, 

Shrewsbury), 74. 
Griffin, Geoffiey (Clerk), 83, 84. 

J , Bertram, brother of, 84^ 

Grossetost, Bobert (1220-^, y. 186. 

y Thomas (1208), y. 189. 

Grossotest, y. Grossetost. 

Gkialensis, v. Walsh. 

Gunny or Ghmni, Bicbard (1266), y. 8. 

, Master William (1261), 368. 

, y AyeHna, wife of, 868. 

, WilKam (1272-4), y. 9 ter, 10. 



-, Bichard (1292), y. 11. 



Gyhnyn (of Ludlow), Peter (1292), y. 
290. 



H. 

Haber, John, 881. 
Haburiden, v, Haubordyn. 
Hactun, Adam, Parson o( y. 172. 
Hactun, v. Acton. 

Haemon, Haumon or Heymon of Lower 
Heyton: 

y Bichard de (1272-4), y. 9 W#. 

, William de (1274), y. 9. 

-, William de (1292-9), r. 11, 28. 



Hagustald, John (Chronicler), y. 242. 
HaitS Adam de, 112. 
Hakelut, Walter (1804), 253. 
Hakelutel of Whitbrook.— 
, Walter (1256-1272), y. 232. 



-, Giles (1272), y. 232. 



Haket, John (Bector of Wheathill), 290. 

Haket Oliyer, 284. 

Haket of Wheathni. 

^, Walter (1194-1203), 284-6; y. 

31 M. 

y Walter (1221), 285. 

-, Juliana, daughter of^ 286. 
-, Margery, wife .of, 286. 



., Walter (1240-1270), 286-6; y. 



201. 



-, Walter (1274-1324), 177, 287, 



290 ; y. 200. 
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Haket (of WoroeBtenhire).—- 

, Walter and Wflliam (1176), 284. 

Halcton (of Hopton Cangeford), Hoghde 

(1270), V. 14, 221 (?). 
Halechton, v. Haughton and Halton (lit- 
tle). 

, John de (1270), ▼. 14. 

Halford, Chaplain of; y. 224. 
HaU (of Tngfbid), Sichard de la, 81. 
Halton (Little or West) and Oakley, 
Lords o( v. 220, 221, 222. 
Badnlf de Halton, t. 220. 

, Robert, ton of {tern. Hen. 

II or Ric. I), T. 220. 
Ralph de Halton (II), (eirea 1210), 

Y. 220, 227. 
Adam de Halton (1221), ▼. 220, 228. 
Robert de Halton (II), (1280-1256), 
T. 220, 221, 222, 227. 

, Joanna, wife o^ v. 221. 

— — -, Margery, daughter o^ 7. 
221. 

^, Simon, eon of (1264-1281), 

y. 221, 222, 228. 
Roger de Halton {oirea 1315), t. 28 ». 
Halton (Little), Undertenants in.-— 
Hugh de Halton (1255), t. 221. 
Nicholas Orm (1269), t. 221. 
Ralph le Pestur, y. 222. 

, Heniy, eon of, v. 222. 

, , Alice, wife of, y . 222. 

Wmiam de Corfton, y. 221. 
William fits Riohaid, (1269), y. 221. 
Halton or Halghton of Stokesay. — 

, Cecilia de (1816), y. 87. 

Hampton, William de (1271), 266. 
Hanleye, Thomas de, y. 68. 

^ , JnHana, wife o^ v. 68. 

Hanlo, John de, 98, 102 ; y. 66, 100. 

, y Mand Bumell, wile d, 

98. 

, Nicholas de (Justiciar), y. 164. 

Hanniball, Stephen (Rector of Stottee- 

den), 154, 157. 
Hanwood, John de (1166), y. 126. 
Harang, VHUiam (1203-1221), y. 229. 
, , Alice, wife oi, y. 229. 



-, William (1255), 828. 



Haroourt, William de, y. 185. 

, , Hillaria de Hastings, 

wife of, y. 135. 



Haring of Ludlow. — 

J Roger, y. S86. 

, , Matilda, widow of (1259), 

y. 286. 

-, William (1255-9), y. 286 iic. 



Hariey, Maloolumb de (1206), 21. 

, Maloolumb de (1291-1825), 155^ 

176, 258. 

, Richard de (1250), 298, 295-«. 

-, Riohard de (1288-1816), 99, 100, 



101, 128, 244, 268. 

-, Bnrgft de Wililej, wiib 



o( 99-101, 253. 



-, Philip, son o( 99, 99 », 



100, 105. 
^ Robert de (cirea 1260), 111 «, 



192. 



i , Alioe de Pyneleedon, 

wife of, 198. 

, Robert de (1296), 244, 258^ 

-, Margaret de Bnnnp- 



ton, wife o( 244, 253-4. 
Harold, Rarl, y. 74. 
Harpcote, Walter de, y. 181. 
y i Ranulf, son of (1256), 

y. 181. 
Hartall, John, son of William de (1272), 

837. 

, William de (1274), 888. 

Haseburs, Nicholas de^ y. 38, 73. 
^ ^ Christiana, wife oi^ 

y. 78. 
Hastings, Barons Hastings.— 
, William (I) de (<mi. Hen. I), 

y. 134, 185, 186, 187. 

-,»**de Windsor, wife 



of; 134, 185. 

-, Ralph de (1155-8), y. 184^ 185, 



136, 137. 

-, Hugh de (1180), y. 184, 185, 



136, 137. 

i , Emeburga de Flam- 

yille, wife o{, y. 185, 136, 187. 

, ^Thomas, son of (1188), 

y. 185, 188. 

, William (H) de (1168-1182), 

y. 182, 135, 186, 187, 188, 140. 

-, Matilda Banaster, wife 



o( y. 182, 138, 185, 138-«, 140. 

, Heniy (I) de (1182-1194X y. 

182, 135, 138. 
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Hastings, BaroDB Hastings {eonHnmed). — 

, William (IH) de (1194-1226), 

v. 135, 138-9, 140. 

-, Maijorj Bigod, ^tife 



of, y. 135, 138. 

-, Henry (II), de (1226-1260), t. 



185, 139, 140, 143-4. 

, , Ada Soot, wife of, v. 135, 



140. 



, , HiUaria, aUag Elianor, 

daughter of, t. 135. 

, , Margeiy, daughter ofi v. 



135. 



, Heniy (III) de (1250-1268), 

V. 135, 141. 

— , Joan de CSantilupe, 



wife of, V. 135. 

, John de (1284-1318), y. 141, 



231. 



-, John de (1824), y. 142, 144. 
-, Laurenoe de, y. 144, «. Pem- 



broke. 
Hastings of Eton.— 

, William de, y. 189 •. 

, , William, son ofi 

y. 140 ». 
Hastings, Matilda de (1286-6), y. 139, 

140. 
Hastings, Portgreyes of Hastings.— > 

, Robert de, y. 184 n, 

, , William, son of (1130), 



y. 13411. 



-, Juliana, wife 



of, y. 184 n, 
Haubordyn, Reginald de (Clerk), 120. 

, Simon de, y. 81 «. 

Hauckeford, Alan Miller of^ y. 39 &w. 

, , Ysabel, dau. of, y. 89. 

, Richard de, y. 89 hit, 

, , Hugh, brother o^ v. 

9, 39 hit. 
Haughmond, Abbot of; 84, 70, 78, 82 n, 

831 ; y. 29, 37, 41-M, 116, 186, 194. 

, Canons o( 66 ; y. 154. 

, Richard, Abbot of (1186-7), y. 42. 

, Osbert, Abbot of (1220-6), y. 185. 

, Gilbert, Abbot of (1248), y. 186. 

, Henry, Abbot of (1282), y. 86. 

, Nicholas, Abbot of (1317), v. 2a 

, Riohaid, Abbot of (July, 1848), 



881. 



Haughmond, John, Abbot of (1848), 70. 
Haughton, Robert de (oirea 1230), y. 201. 
Hayerhull, William de (Rector of Stottes- 

den), 154, 157. 
Hayersham, Nicholas de, 66. 
Hawkstone of Silyington. — 

Richard de(1333-1353),381*-2. 
-, Agnes, wife o{, 881. 



Robert de (1847-1863), 381-2. 

, Richard, brother o^ 881. 

: , Sibil, wife of, 381. 

J Thomas, brother o( 381. 

George de (1395), 382. 
Haye, Richard de la (1272), y. 117. 

, ■, Isabella, wife o^ y. 117. 

Hayward, Roger (1543), y. 43. 
Heath, Alexander de, 16. 

•, John de (tang date), 129. 

-, John de (1315), 87. 

-, Richard Cunseil of, 79. 

-, Thomas le Clerk ot, 16. 

-, William fits Clerk of, 79. 

-, William fits John of The, 14-18, 



64, 69, 70 ; y. 196. 

^ , Alina, wife o^ 16-18. 



-, John, son of^ 16-18. 

-, John, son at, 17-19. 



Helgo (Norman name), 52. 

Helgot (Dometday Lord of Castle Hol- 

gate, etc.), 1, 2, 20, 32, 36 «, 51, 52, 54, 

56,70, 75; y. 2plurUt, 59, 61,64, 68, 

84, 206, 286. 
, Herbert, son o( 86 «, 61, 52, 56, 

70, 75, 85 ; y. 61. 

— , Eutropius, son ofi 54^ 66, 



70. 

, , Herbert (de Ca8tello),son 

of, 54-59, 61-63 ; y. 69, 66, 123, 254, 

V, Castello. 

, , , Emma de Pul- 



yerbatch, wife of, 56, 57. 

— , Murieldis, wife o( 68» 



64,56. 



-, Nicholas, son o( 64-66. 



-, Wydo, son o^ 160, 161, 






Helshaw, Henry de, y. 39. 

Helynn, Walter de (Justiciar), y. 184. 

Homing, Monk of Worcester, y. 206, 209. 

Heming (Priest, 1166-^), 120. 

Henley, Mabilia de, 376. 

, Philip de, 376, «. ClintoD. 
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Henley (eonHnued), Biohard de, 876. 

^, William de (Bailiff of Oyen), 

376. 
Henton, Roger fitz Walter of; y. 8. 
Herbert (TeAant of Long Stanton, Patton, 
Corfton, Middlehope, and Ghreat Sutton, 
1086), 32, 36 n, 42, 46, 62, 56 « ; v. 2 
ter, 44, 45, 51, 62, 64, 65. 
Hereford, Bishops of, 73-75, 88-^, 88, 
. 138, 187 ; V. 2, 56, 58, 149, 172.— 
Richard de Gapdla, 70 ; t. 141. 
Robert de Betun, 70, 82, 83, 181, 
158, 168, 171, 201, 267; r. 28, 
170-1, 208, 217, 247. 
Gilbert FoUot, 153 ; v. 56, 210, 211, 

211 A, 253. 
Robert de Melun, y. 171, 258. 
Robert FoUot, y. 42, 171, 176. 
William de Yeie, 153, 171, 192, 289 ; 

y. 42, 66, 128. 
Giles de Braose, 247; y. 42, 127 «, 

158. 
Hugh de Mapenore, y. 42, 127 «. 
Hugh Foliot, y. 42, 127 n, 185. 
Ralph de Maidstone, 186; y. 172, 

178, 177. 
Peter de Aquablanca, 219» 
John Breton, 12, 40. 
Thomas de Cantilupe, 256, 824 ; y. 

177, 295. 
Richard de Swinfield, 29, 40, 72, 84, 
125, 154-5, 158, 192, 265-6, 371 ; 
y. 11, 42, 143, 174, 216, 299. 
Adam de Orleton, y. 28. 
Thomas Charlton, 11, 29, 73, 126. 
John Trilleck, 12, 73. 
Hereford, Canons o£ — 
FhiHp Hg, 84. 
Richard le Yemoun, ▼. 175. 
Hereford, Dean and Chapter o( 40, 41, 

154 «; y. 171, 172, 173-175, 177. 
Hereford, Deans of. — 

Geoffirey (ciroa 1178), y. 176. 
Stephen (1286), 11 ; y. 172. 
John (1288), y. 174, 
Hereford, Earls of. — 

William fitz Osbem, 198-196, 228-9, 
240, 248 n, 277 ; y.6, 7, 74, 75 «, 
149 «, 238. 

, • • • de Toni, 

wife o^ y. 147 n. 



Hereford, Earls of (eon^MNiecQ. — 

Roger de Britolio, 194, 196, 199, 

240; y.6. 
Robert de Bossu, 201, 805; y. 246, 

247. 
Milo de Gloucester, 184, 201 ; y.251. 
— — , Berta, daughter cfi, 184, v. 

Braose. 
, Margaret, daughter o^ 184, 



9. Bohun. 

, Sibil de Newmaroh, vifo o^ 



JLcMi. 



Roger de Gloucester, 201, 806; y. 

242, 243, 251. 
, Cecily fitz Pagan, "wife o^ y. 

242, 248, 251, 252 », v. Fitz John. 
-, Walter, brother of (Constable 



of England), y. 48 ». 

-, Heniy, brother of (Constable 



of England), y. 46 ». 

, , Isabd, wife of, y. 



48 ». 
Hemy de Bohun, 184. 

, Maud Fitz Pier8,wife of^ 184. 
Humphrey de Bohun (V), 184, 185, 
186 ; y. 49 «!. 

, Maud, wife o^ 184. 

Humphrey de Bohun (71), 184-6. 

, Ahanora de Braosei, wife 

of, 184-5. 
Humphrey de Bohun (VII), 184, 
186; y.219. 
Hereford, Prior of; 104, 871. 
Hereford, Richard de (Official), y. 186. 
Hereford, Thomas Precentor of, y. 185. 
Herefordshire, Thomas de, 172. 
Herleton, Family of, 135. 
Hemewood, v, Emwood. 
Herwinton, Henry de (Justiciar), 81. 
Hethe of Corfton. — 

, Herbert de la, y. 50. 

, , Simon, son oi, y. 49, 60. 

Hetlebi, Osbert de, 21 ; y. 60 n. 

, Simon de, ▼. 60. 

Heton, William de (1175-85), 306 j y. 

185. 
Heved, Hugh, 175. 
Hewel, Roger, 271. 
Heyton, Adam de (1255, 1262), y. 8, 99. 

, John, son of Reginald de (1306), 

y. 99. 
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HeTton, Master Eiohard de,T. 11, 23, 24, 
42. 

, , Beginrid, bro- 
ther of (1281), V. 24. 

, MatUda de (1274), t. 10. 

-, Reginald fits Wymnnd of (1239- 



1259), T. 98, 99. 

, Richard fits Odoof (1255, 1267), 



V. 8,9. 

^ Robert de (1255), r. 8. 

-, Richard, son of (1299- 



1311), ▼. 23. 

:, Robert Wymimd of (1262, 1292), 



y. 24,99. 

, Roger Wymniid of (1274), v. 9. 

1 Robert Brown o(y.23», 24, 66, 



v» Brown. 

— , Walter de Northon of, 7. 24. 

^ Hawys, wife 



tf^^^i^^H^ 



o(t. 24. 

, William de a256), v. 13. 

, William, son of Richard de (1291), 



▼.169. 



-, Alice, wife of, ▼. 169. 



f Wimmxd fits Wimund of (1221), 

▼.285. 
Higlej, William de, 261, 262. 
— — , , Helias, son o^ 261- 

268, 876 ; ▼. 112. 

— , Cecily, daughter o( 



261,262. 



261-2, 267. 



-, Sibil, daughter of, 



261-2, V. Barley. 



• • • 



• • • 



daughter o( 
daughter of^ 



261-2, V, Chabbenore. 
Higlej, Yiears o^ 268. 
Hill-Uppencott, Ralph Tette o( 366. 

, Ridhard Oarter o^ 366. 

Hints, Dionysia de (1260), 366. 

, John de (1305), 367. 

^ Nicholas de (1255), 357, 866, 367. 

, , Felicia, wife of; 366. 

, , Nicholas, son of (1263- 

1278), 276, 358, 367. 

, William de (def. 1255), 366. 

-, William, sono^ 358,366. 



Hodnet, Odo de» 117 ; ▼. 78, 116, 119. 

, William de (1284), ▼. 117. 

Hodnet, Sdmund de Mortimer, Rector o^ 

197. 

, William de (oirca 1230), ▼. 48. 

Hogelawe, Roger de, ▼. 201, 202. 
Holuwood (near Northwood), Hugh le 

Mou o( 175. 

, , Richard, son of, 175. 
, John de, 175, v. Northwood. 
, William de, 175. 



Hodnet, Lords of. — 

, Baldwin de, ▼. 82. 

— , — , Stephen, brother o^v. 32. 



Holgate Gastle, o. Castle Holgate. 
Holgate, Lords o^ 13, 14, 20, 36, 37, 52- 

Qdpattim ; ▼. 63, o. Helgot. 
Holte, Robert and Alice de le, 226. 
Honaud, v, Hunald. 
Hop, or Hope, Milo de (1255), ▼. 126. 
Hope Baggot, Rectors o^ 365, 366. 

^ Valentine, Miller of; 365. 

Hope Bowdler, Rectors of; ▼. 120, 121. 

, Nicholas, Rector of, ▼. 119, 120. 

Hope (Bowdler), Stephen de, ▼. 115, 116- 
119, 120. 

^ , Matilda, wife of; ▼. 117. 

Hope Bowdler, Undertenants in. — 

Gregory de Hope, ▼. 116. 

Herbert Gallicus, ▼. 116. 

Roger fits Hugh, ▼. 116. 

Richard de la Lude, ▼. 117. 

Walter fits Bmma, ▼. 116. 

William of; ▼. 118. 

, Christiana, Matilda and Mar- 
gery, daughters of, ▼. 118, v.Foer, 
Linley, and Fits Robert. 
Hopton Cangeford, Incumbents of; ▼. 15. 
Hopton Cangeford, Lords of. — 

William de Hopton (1165), ▼. 12, 13. 

Herbert Cangeford (1199-1203),v.l3. 

Nicholas de Hopton (1240), ▼. 13. 

Thomas de Hopton (1250-1259, ▼. 
13,206. 

, Roger, son of (1259-1292), 



V. 13, 14. 



-, Johanna, wife of; ▼. 



14. 



John de Hopton (1292-1325), ▼. 14, 

15. 

y Margery, wife of; ▼. 14. 

John de Hopton <<2^. 1349), ▼. 16. 
, Margaret, widow of (1349- 

1366), ▼. 15, 89. 
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Hopton Oangeford, Undarteiiantfl in.— 

Boger de Hopton (1203), r. 18. 

Boger de Hopton (ISSS-S), y. 18. 

William de Hopton (1274), t. 9. 

WiUiam de Langele, t. 14. 

William fiU John (1256), v. 18. 
Hopton (of Saathope), John de (1821), 

102. 
Hopton of Hopton Castle. — 
, Walter de (1261), 22. 



-, Walter de {area 1266), t. 89. 
-, Walter de (1277), v. 18. 



Hopton (Monk), Iverard Chaplain o( 28, 
29, 112. 

^ Nicholas de, 28. 

, Beimund de, 28, 112. 

^ Boger de, 28, 112. 

, William de» 28. 

-, William Morthowe^ Curate o( 



29,80. 
Hopton, Lord of Fatton.— > 

, Walter de (1265), 46, 48. 

^, Walter de (1284), 46. 

Hopton Wafre, Bectors o^ 187, 188.— 
John de la Owene, 290. 
William de Cheynaston, 78» 187. 
Hordeslee, Boger de, y. 49, 142. 
Horsned, John de, 846 ; y. 222, 228. 

, , Constancia, wile o^ 846 ; 

y. 222, 228. 
Hortwall, or Herkwall, of Aston.— 

i Adam de, y. 49, 141 «. 

, , John, son of (1226), 

y. 49, 141. 

-, Adam de (1284), y. 141. 



Hoee, Balph (1208), 48. 
Hoset, William (1188), y. 260. 
Hospitallers of St. John, The Knights, 

68 ; y. 124, 126, 127, 301. 
, Prior o^ y. 60, 126.— 

William de TUers (120n, 247. 

Thomas le Archer (1328), y. 128. 

Leonard de Tyhertis (1884), y. 128. 

Philip de Thame (1349), y. 128. 

Hildebraod Inge (1387), y. 128. 

John de Badjngton (1388), y. 128. 
Hospitallers of Beneyento, Preceptor of 

the, 68. 
Hospitallers of Dinmore, The Knights, 

77, 78, 79 ; y. 233, 239, 300. 
, Commander of the, 79. 



HoopitaUers of London, The Knights, y. 

265. 
Hoyeden (Chronicler), y. 268. 
Hubaud of Ipsley (Warwickshire), and 

Oyerton (Salop).— 

, Hugh (circa 1168), y. 230. 

, Heniy (1199-1204), y. 230. 

, , Heniy, son of (1212- 

1240), y. 230. 
, Henry (1262-1287), t. 280, 



231, 232. 

, William (?) (1266), y. 230. 

., John (uif. «/. 1287), t. 231 «. 



Huberd of Middleton Higford. — 
■ ■ ■ ■■ -^ Adam, y. 86. 



-, Bichard, y. 86. 

-, Isabella, wife o£^ y. 86. 



Hochtred, Priest (TBitia drea 1160), 48. 
Hucted, Proyoet (Tutu circa 1160), 48. 
Hugford, Nicholas de (1166-1176), 368 ; 

y.84. 
^ Walter de (1208, 1206), 21; y. 

87,88. 
, Walter de (1240^ 1266), 107, 



869; y. 86, 8^ 88. 

, ^ # # #, daughter o^ 107. 

, William de (1270, 1290), 101, 



190, 276 ; y. 19, 20, 86, 89. 
Hugh (Lord of Ipsley, 1086), y. 230. 
Hul, Balph flu Bobert of (1266), y. 204. 
Hull (of Tugford), Walter de, 81. 
Hull (of Whetmore), William de la (1848), 

331. 

, John de, 831 n, 

HulIe(of Batohoott), William de la, y. 232. 
Hulle (of Gretton), «. Gretton. 
Hulle (of Hulle near Bnrford). — 

, William de la (1221), 848. 

, Bobert de la {droa 1230), 848. 

, Hugh de la a240), 848. 

, Bobert de la (deceased 1266), 844. 

, Simon de la (1265-1274), 818, 844. 

f — — ^ Dionysia, wife dt, 844. 

, Adam de la (1283-1292), 344. 

^ William de la a801-1831), 827, 



333, 344-^, 346 »; y. 222, 222 «. 

— , , Alice, wife of; 846 ; y. 222. 

— ^ ^ John Baret, nephew o^ 

333,346. 

— , William de la a841-1866), 365 bU. 

— , Johanna de la (1897-8), 866-6. 
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HoUe near Borford, Undertenants in. — 

J Adam, son of Hugh de la, 827, 

344-6. 

, Thomas de la, 346. 

Hulton, Richard le Franceys of, v. 196, 

y William fltz Alexander of, y. 168. 

Humez, Bichard de, v. 212. 
Hunald, John, 101. 

, WiUiam (1222), 124. 

, WiUiam (1246), 266. 

Hungerford, John de, 92. 

, John le Champion pf^ 87. 

Huni (T.II.E.), 140, 232 «. 
Hunseslawe, John de, 286. 
Hnnteleye, Thomas de, 319. 
Hunter (of Higley), Ralph, 267. 
Huntingdon, Hastings, Earl o^ t. 138. 

, John Scot, Earl of, v. 136, 140. 

, 1 Ada, sister of, v. 136, 140. 

Huntington, Osbert ()ailac of, r. 77. 

, Ralph de, v. 228. 

, y John, son of (1266), v. 228. 



-, Rohert de, v. 79. 

-, i Aldith, wife of, v. 78. 

-, William de (1266), v. 78. 



Hwrthin, Hugh de, 176. 



I. 

Idnard, Porter {TettU)^ v. 112. 
Ingelrannus (of Nene, Orerton, etc. 1086), 

140 ter, 232, 269, 272 ; v. 2, 72. 
Ingwardine, Alexander de, 189, 190. 

Richard de (1272-1301), 190. 

Rohert de, 189, v. Cauz. 

, Lucia, wife of, 189, 190. 

Rohert de (1199), 190. 

Rohert de Hope of, 190. 

Roger de (1286-1301) 190, 287. 

, Richard, son of, 287. 

, , Agnes, wife of^ 287. 

William de (1221), 190. 

Williajn le Venur of, 190. 

, Loreta, wife oi, 190. 

Irish, Richard (1194), 189. 

Ivo, Priest (Testig circa 1176), 868. 



J. 

John Clerk {Testii), y. 220. 
Joinyille, v. Qeneyill. 
V. 



K. 

Kahel, Walter de, 130. 

Kamape, Ernulf do, 239. 

Kangelot, William (1227), y. 18. 

Earesi, Richard de, y. 160. 

Kene, alias Snell, alias Fitz-Fulco. — 

, Richard, y. 62. 

, , Mabel, second wife of, v. 63. 

, Richard (II), 336 ; v. 62, 63. 

, , Ahce do la Leye, daughter 

of, 336; y. 62, 63. 

, , Matilda atte Leye, daugh- 
ter of, y. 62. 

-, Susanna de la Leye, daugh- 



ter of; 336 ; y. 62, 63, v, Escot. 
Kenebelle, Richard de, 276. 
, , Agnes de Berkeley, 

wife of, 276. 
Kenilworth, Canons of, 137. 

, Robert Poinel, Constable of, 136 

, William, Prior of, 136. 

Kenley, Juliana de, 99, v. Wililey. 

, Petronilla de, 96, 98, 107, 108. 

Eentewell, John de, y. 47. 

, , Nicholas, son of, y. 47. 

Eilmesoot, Richard de, 114, 116. 
Kilmescot, Roger de (1260-6), 37, 110, 

116, 116 ter. 

, Roger de (1315), 87. 

Eilpec, Hugh de, 64 ». 

, John de, 61, 62 ; y. 16. 

Einetun, William and Petronilla de, 267. 
Eing (of Ashfield), Adam le, 50. 
Eing (of Ayston), John and Alice le, 294. 
Eing (of Little Sutton), John le, y. 98. 
Eingeshmede, Adam de, 250, 268. 

, John de, 250, 258 n. 

^ , Adam, son of, 258. 

Eingswood, Roger de, ISO. 

Einlet, Abraham, Tenant in (1185), 245. 

Einlet, John, Vicar of, 264, 257. 

, Roger de, 243-7, «. Brompton. 

, Roger fitz Agnes of, 179. 

, Vicars of, 267-8. 

, Walter fitz Nicholas of, 255. 

Eirkcby, Johnde,y. 278. 

Enighton (Worcestershire), Peter de, 830. 

Eynordol', or Eynsithelege, Hugh de, y. 

197, 203, 204. 

17 
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L. 

Lacy of Aldon.— 

, Gabert de (1292), ▼. 28. 

J ^ Agnes, wife ofi ▼. 28, 

Lacj (of Coohnere), Hugh de, v. 16. 
Lacy (of Cressage), Elizabeth, v. 102, 107. 
Lacy (of Herefordshire), Peter de^ 3 1 y. 

17 ». 

, , Margery, wifs of, 8 j v. 17 ». 

Lacy (of Lower Millichope), Peter de, 3 ; 

V. 17, 18. 

f , Agnes, wife o^ v. 17, 18. 

Lacy of Pontefract. — 

, nbert de, ▼. 248, 249, 261. 

^ , Henry, brother of, v. 249. 

Laoy of Ludlow, Ewias, and Weobley, 32, 

86, 46-7, 89, 148^ 375 ; v. 64, 65, 

288.— 
^, Walter (I) de (1066-1085), 104; 

T. 5-7, 11, 21, 29, 41, 238, 240. 

, 1 Enmia> daughter of; 239, 240. 

, — , £nnelin% daughter oi^ 239, 

240. 



240. 



-, Erinelina, wife at, v. 7, 289 n, 

— i , Walter, son of (Abbot of Glou- 
cester), T. 239, 240, 252. 
— , Eoger de (1085-1095), 82, 42, 52, 
94, 104, 140 bit, 188, 200, 283-4, 300, 
867 J v. 2 pluriet, 4, 6, 7, 21, 26, 29, 
30, 44-5, 51, 55-57, 64, 75, 234-238, 
240,280. 
-, Hugh (I) de (1095, 1101), v. 11, 30, 



41, 85, 287-240, 241, 243, 246 », 248- 
9, 252. 

— , Gilbert (I) de (1133-1158), 201 ; 
T. 65, 239, 240, 241, 248-253. 
-, Hugh (II) de (1163-1186), 46, 66, 



90. 94, 284, 868 ; v. 7, 12, 15, 16, 21, 
27, 80, 31, 41, 45, 56, 65, 84-5, 240, 
253-7, 264, 300. 

— , , • * •• first wife of; V. 240. 

• * • • (daughter of the King 



of Connaught), second wife of, y. 240, 
255. 

— , , • • • * daughter of, y. 85, 

86, 240, 255-6, o. Fitz Alan. 

— , , Ellen, daughter of, y. 240, 



Lacy, GUbert, son of Hugh (II) de, y. 

240, 256, 263 ii^ 267. 
, Hugh, Earl of Ulster, son of Hugh 

(II), de, y. 240. 256, 257 n, 260-263, 

267-269. 
y , Emeline de Bidelesford, wife 



of, V. 240. 

— , William, son of Hugh (II), de, y. 
256, 264, 268. 
-, Walter (II) de (1189-1241), 96- 



98, 100, 108, 285, 337, 869, 375 ; y. 18, 
16, 17, 21-2, 24-6, 27, 32, 46, 48, 57, 
65, 86, 158, 191, 196, 214. 240, 256- 
272, 278 n, 282, 297, 800. 

— , , iBgidia, daughter of, y. 240, 

256 », 268, «. Burgo. 

— , , Katherine, daughter of; y. 



20,191,192,195,240,277. 

-, Margaret de Braose, wife 



of, 98, 100, 103, 149, 869 1 y. 18, 25, 
26, 240. 259, 267, 271-2, 274, 297. 
— , GUbert (II) de (1215-1230), y. 9, 
240, 265-6, 269, 270, 271, 297-8. 
— , , Isabella Bigot, wife o(, y. 



240,269. 



240, 271. 



-, Margeiy, daughter of; y. 9, 



-, Matilda, daughter o^ y. 9, 



240, 271-2. 



-, Walter, son of, y.240,269» 



270, 271-2. 
Lacy, Adam de (1288), y. 278 n, 

^ Agnes de, y. 250 n, 252 ». 

, Almaric de (1234), y. 271. 

, Gilbert de (Bector of Stottesden), 

154, 157. 

, Hugh de (Hostage, 1208), y. 262. 

, Bobert de (Portioner of Burford, 



256, V. Belfou. 



1284-91), 325. 

— , Simon de (1284), y. 271. 



Lacy of Wootton, Walton, Onibuiy, 

etc. — 
, Bobert de, 3, 266-6 5 v. 17, 18, 19, 

20, 33, 34, 56, 67, 191. 

^ J Amice de Wudeton, wife of; 



8, 266 ; V. 17, 18, 19, 20, 57; v, Wude- 
ton, Greet, Schippeye. 
— , , Gilbert, son of, y. 19. 



Lake, Bichard de. 48. 

Landien, Bichard and Margery^ 870. 

Langaburgh, Boger de, y. 77. 
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Langley, G^eoffiney de (Justiciar), 5, 28, 96, 
98; T. 46,58. 

Lamiafch, Agnee, 240. 

Lanthonj (Monmouthshire), Prior and 

Convent of, v. 11, 12, 42. 

, Walter, Prior of a267), v. 207. 

Lapley, Prior o^ 881. 
Lardegrene, v. Lererdegrone. 
Larden, Alan de, 116. 

, Hamo de, 116. 

, Henry deHethene of, 115, 116M>. 

, Bichard de (Rector of Stoke St. 

Milburg), 13. 
— , Richard Smalemon of^ 116 bit. 
-, Master William de, 115. 



Ledwich, Herbert de (1256), t. 88, 78. 

, Juliana de (1358), v. 16, 89. 

^, Roger de (of Abdon, 1284), 



Latymer, Thomas and Anne, 171. 
Lawe (or The Low), John de la (1185), 
237. 

, John de la (1274), 288. 

, Moses de la, 287. 

, Ralph de la (1221-1228), 164, 287, 



130. 



-, William, son of Roger de (1811), 



281. 



— , Ralph de la (1240-1263), 176, 284, 
287-8. 

— , , William, son of (1256- 

1272), 176, 288 ; y. 204. 

— , Ralph de la (1304-1316), 238. 



, Simon, sonof Ralph debi(1294), 288. 

Lecton, Richard de, v, Leighton. 

Ledi (T.R.E.), v. 2, 81. 

Lcdwioh of Upper Ledwich, Rudge, Ab- 
don, and Cleeton. — 

, Roger de (1120), 184 ; v. 87. 

y (3hoffirey de (1185-1197), v. 87. 

, y Juliana, ttUeu Ha- 

wise, wife ofi y. 87, 88. 

-, Oeofftej de (1208-1249), 129- 



181, 878, 874 ; y. 78, 88. 

, , Agnes, wife o^ 873 ; 



y. 88. 



, , Isabella, presumed 

sister o^ 374, v, Stratton. 

-, Roger, brother of 



(1216-1255), 285, 821, 87^, 374, 877. 
-, Geoffrey de (1253-1294), 129, 



130, 873-4 ; V. 88, 89. 

-, Thomas, presumed 



brother of (1253-6), 873 ; y. 88. 

-, William (of Cleeton), 



brother of (1253-6), 286, 878-4; «. 
Cleeton. 



345. 
Ledwich (Upper), Incumbents of^ y. 89, 

90. 
Lee, John de la (011100 1275-85), 159 ; y. 

205. 
Lee, Ley, or Lia, William de (1206), 21. 
Lee of Aldon. — 

— , Thomas de la (1221-65), y. 27, 88. 
— , John de (1292), y. 28. 
Le9of ChatwalL— 
— , John de la (1276), y. 126. 
— f , Petronilla de Draiton, wife 

o^ y. 126. 
Lee of Hughley. — 
— , Hugh de (1206), 21. 
— y Hugh de {oiroa 1260), 101, 111 «, 

192. 

y Rinulf de (1120), 184. 

Lee of Stoke St. Milburg, 19, 20. 

, William de la, 19, 20. 

Lee, Thomas de {ciroa 1180), 112. 

— J ^ William, brother oty 1 12. 

Leeg, Simon de (Clerk, eirea 1226), y. 

208. 
Leghe, Richard dei, y. 17. 
Leicester, Earls of. — 

Robert de Bossu, 201, 806; y. 246, 

247. 
Simon de Montfort, 219-221, 295, 
817 ; 188, 275. 

y Elianor, wife of, 219. 

Leighton, Yicar of, 72. 

, William de {eiroa 1250), y. 

119. 

y Richard de (1268), 817. 

Leky, Geoffirey, y. 282. 
Lemmon, Roger, y. 51. 
Lendeslee, William de, 852. 
Leominster, Edmund, Prior of (pkva 

1147), V. 170 ». 
Leuenot (T.R.E.), y. 2, 72. 
Leyerdegrene, Richard de, 289. 

y William de, 288. 

Lexinton, Robert de (Justiciar), 374 ; y. 

282. 
Leybum, Roger de (1265), 220. 
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Leye (of Bagdon), Bobert de {circa 1226), 

V. 118, 119. 
, , Kobert de Acton, Clerk, 

son of, V. 118, 119. 
Lichfield, Bishop o^ 78, 167.— 

Bobert de limesi, 880 iit ; t. 187. 
Walter Durdent, v. 176. 
Bichard Peche, t. 176. 
Lichfield, Balph, Dean of, (1270), 27a 

, The Dean of, v. 298. 

Lidlej, Preceptor of^ t. 8. 
Lilleshall, Walter, Abbot of; 67 ; y. 42. 
Lincoln, Bishop of, v. 152, 156 », 246. 
Lincoln, Heniy de Lacy, Earl of, 841 ; 

V. 147, 161. 
, , Margery Longespee, wife 

of, T. 161-2, V. Longespoe. 
Linde, John de la (Justiciar), 250; t. 

283. 
Lindridge, Balph, Parson of, y. 204. 
Liiigcn, Family, of, y. 76. — 
, Balph de (1182-1188), y. 75, 



7a 



-, John de (1196-1222), y. 76, 77, 



80. 



, John de (1236-1260), 218, 219, 

260, 367 ; y. 77, 78. 

-, Constance, daughter of^ 



V. 77, «. Pancefot. 

, Balph de (1283), v. 78. 

., John de (1297-1324), y. 78. 



Linley (of Linley), Bichard de (e. 1180), 

112. 

, PhiUp de (1194), 191, f>. Farlow. 

Linley (of Bagdon), Bichard de (1203), 

V. 118. 

, , Matilda, wife of, v. 118. 

Linney of Ludlow. — 

, Walter de (1269), y. 286. 

, Adam de (1292), y. 290. 

, John do (1841), y. 294. 



Litfot, Seneschal of Cleobury Mortimer, 

216. 
Littlcbury, Martin de (Justiciar), y. 301. 
Little Hereford, Milo o^ v. 80. 
Lodewich, Robert de (1303), 327. 
rxiiidoti, lli^liop of, r. Bclmcis. 
Lomlon, Nicliolas litz IVtcr of, v. 25. 

, Simon do (1360), v. 96. 

, Nichola cU» C'urftoii, 

hi.s|«'r»»i, V. 90. 



London, WiUiam, Archdeacon of (<r. 

1147), y. 170 », 176. 
Longayill, William de, y. 112. 
Longchamp, Stephen de, y. 21. 
, , • • •, sister o^ y. 21, 

«. Deyereux. 
Longenorle, Boger de, y. 51. 
Longespee, William (Eari of Salisbury), 

y. 147, 148. 
, , Ela, D'Eyienx, wife 

of, y. 147. 
, William (II), y, 147, 160, 



161. 



— ^ y Idonea de Gamyill, 

wife ofi V. 147. 

^, William (III), y. 147, 161, 



162, 165, 182-8, 191 n, 

, , Matilda de Chfford, 



wife o( y. 147, 161-2, 165-6, 182-3, 
191, 205. 

-, Margeiy, daughter 



o^ y. 147, 161, 162, 191, v. Lincohi. 
Longford, Bobert de, 102, o. Brinton. 
, * • •, Lord of (ante 1165), 



102. 



-, Eya, daughter o^ 



102, V. Brinton. 

, , Sibil Fita Odo, wife 



of, 102. 
Long-Stanton, Hoddo, Proyost o^ 43. 

, Bector oi, 40. 

f Bectors of^ 41. 

, Simon de, ©. Stanton. 

, Simon, Bector o^ 22 (?), 

34,41. 



^ ^ Simon, son oli 34. 

, Vicars of, 41. 

, Walter, Chaplain of, 89. 

Long-Stanton, Undertenants in.— 

Alice Brewer, 38. 

Edric Brown, aUasBrtm Edrich, 84. 

, Matilda, wife o^ 84. 

, Bichard, son of, 34. 

, , Mabel, daughter of. 



34 ». 

PhiUp fitz Edric, 88. 
Philip fitz Simon, 33, 34^ 35. 
PhiUp le Clerc, 35. 
Ricliard, Chaplain, 33, 85. 
Kiohard Dodiuol, 83. 
Uichaixl, Priest, 33. 
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Long-Stanton, UndertenantB in (con- 
tinued). — 
Sabina fitz Simon, 83-4. 
Lotteley (of Hopton Cangeford), John de 
(1392-4), V. 15. 

f , Catherine, wife o^ r. 15. 

Lotwich, V. Iiutwyche. 
Loughton, Tenants in. — 
Adam de Stoke, t. 205. 

, Bobert, son of, v. 205. 

Bichard de Loughton, y. 205. 

, Matilda, daughter o^ 7. 

205. 
Simon fitz Philip (1256), r. 204. 
Louther, Hugh de, 36, 93, 152, 156, 161, 

224. 
Lovel, ProTOst (of Stokesaj), y. 39. 
Lawe (of Beckbury), Thomas de la, 139. 
Lowe (of Neen), Balph de la (1296), 279. 
Lowe (of The Low, near Farlow), v, 

Lawe. 
Lucca, Merchants of, 69, 97, 180. 
Lucy of Oharleoote, y. 47, 49 n. 

, William (1234), v. 47, 48 n, 270-1. 

, , Stephen, brother o^ v. 

48 «. 



, , William, son o^ y. 48 n. 

, , , Amicia de Fur- 

chis, wife of, y. 48 n, 49 n. 
Lud, Luda, y. 237 », 293. 
Imdford, Chaplain of, y. 215 n. 

, Jordan de (1243), y. 226. 

, Pagan de (circa 1230), y. 297, 

297 n. 

, Pain de (circa 1180), y. 82. 

Ludi (T.B.E.), ▼. 2, 74, 237 '». 
Ludlow, Augustine Friars of^ 299. 

, , Prior of; 250 ; y. 299. 

, Carmelite Friars of, y. 299. 

-, Chantry Priests of^ y. 296. 



Ludlow, Constables of.- 

John Esturmi, y. 10, v. Sturmy. 

William de Lucy, v, Lucy. 
Ludlow, Dean of, 12. 
Ludlow Hospital, Brethren of^ y. 274, 

297-299. 

, Chaplains of^ y. 298. 

^ Master of, y. 73, 297- 



299. 



V. 296, 298. 



-, John Craggc, 



Ludlow, Prspositos or Bailiff of, y. 280. — 
Herbert (1187), y. 281. 
Bichard de Chabenoure (1256), y. 

283. 
Bichard de Momele (1272), y. 283. 
Thomas de Wulfreslawe (1274), y. 

284. 
Boger de la Dene (1292), y. 290. 
Ludlow, Bectors of, y. 295, 296.— 

John Crage or Cragge, y. 295, 298. 
Ludlow, Burgesses and Tenants there. — 
Adam and Agnes de Dublin (1220), 

y. 285. 
Adam Cotele (1255), y. 300. 
Adam de Kayham (1292, 1301), y. 

290, 291. 

, Juliana, wife o^ y. 291. 

Alan le Trippero (1280), y. 288. 
Alan Swein (1220), y. 285. 
Ahioth Bed, y. 299. 
Andrew Blachod (1292), y. 290. 
Elyas the Miller, y. 288. 
C^eoffirey Damee, y. 285. 
, Amioia, widow of 

(1227), y. 285. 
(Geoffrey de Leominster (1272-4), y. 

287, 288. 
Geo&ey fitz Peter, y. 290. 
, Dionysia, daugh- 
ter of (1292), y. 290. 
Geoffrey le Keu (1292), y. 290. 
, Dionysia, widow of 

(1301), y. 291. 
Qeoffirey Schorre (Smith), y. 290. 

, Margery, wife o^ y. 

290. 
Geryase de Plumpton (1272), y. 

287. 
Gilbert de Mortimer (1272), y. 287. 
— , Susanna, wife of, 

y. 287. 
GQbert Young (1210), y. 285. 
Henry and Agnes de Irelond (1269), 

y. 286. 
Henry fitz Meiade (1256), y. 286. 
Henry le Furbisur, or Furbur, y. 289, 

290. 
Henry le Maaun (1271-2), y. 287 

bis. 
Henry le Wantur, or Gaunter (1256), 

y. 286. 
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Ludlow, BorgeBflee and Tenants there 
(conHfuted), — 
Bewey le Wantnr, Ralph, son of 

(1277), V. 288. 
■ — -, J Christiana, wife 

of; V. 288. 
Henrj and Fetronilla Wade (1256), 

V. 286. 
Hugh and Alioe Brayn (1^7--88), t. 

288, 289. 
Hugh and Dionysia Dru, 7. 289. 
Hugh and Emma de Doddemoie, t. 

289. 
Hugh de Midd (1266), r. 286. 

, Alice, wife o^ t. 286. 

Hugh le Tanur, y. 288. 
Hugh le Teyntuier, y. 289. 

■ , William, son o^ 

y. 289. 
John and Agnes de hehury, y. 291. 
John de Brumesgroye (a felon), y. 

284 
John de Tutbuiy (1272), y. 287. 
John fits Sunon (1289), y. 289. 
^ Matilda, wife of; y. 

289. 
John le Hor (1284), y. 299. 
John le Mercer (1269), y. 286. 
John Trie (1256-1274), y. 286, 288. 
JohnTriye, Chaplain (1284), y. 289. 
Nicholas and Emma Herebert,y.280. 
Nicholas Fisher (1227-56), y. 285, 

286. 
Nicholas fitz Stephen (1258), y. 286. 
Nicholas le Sayoner, y. 300. 
Peter le Furbur, or Furbet, y. 289 

bit. 
, Holdeburga, wife 

ot, y. 289 hit. 
Peter Pallefrey, y. 286. 
FhiUp fitz Stephen (1277), y. 288 

bis. 
Beginald and Alice Bule (1281), y. 

288. 
Beginald fitz Stephen (1269-74), y. 

286, 287-8, 301. 
Reginald le Fulur (1270), y. 288. 
Richard Atte-hay, y. 287. 
Richard Balls (1256), y. 286. 
Richard de Cachepol (1281-92), y. 

2H8, 290. 



Ludlow, Burgesses and Tenants thero 
(oonti$Mted). — 
Richard de Cachepol, Emma, wife ciy 

y. 288. 
Richard de HuUe (1274), y. 288. 
Richard de la Noke (1272), y. 287. 
Richard de Pirefeld (1295), y. 291. 
Richard de Ronton (1256-84), y. 286 

Mr, 289. 

■ ■' , Alice, wife of; y. 

289. 
Richard Palefrcy, y. 299. 
Richard Sparke (1255), y. 286. 
Robert Agat (1298), y. 291. 
Robert Clerk (1272-4), y. 287, 288. 
Robert de Brug (1255), y. 800. 
Robert Faber (1220), y. 285. 
Robert fitz Roald (1221), y. 285. 
Robert le Keu de Appeleg (1277), ▼. 

288. 

, Johanna, 

wife of, y. 288. 
Roger Bruton, y. 288. 
Roger de Ashford (1256), y. 286. 
Roger de Ronton, y. 289. 
, Agnes, daughter of; 

y.289. 
Roger de Weston (1272), y. 287. 
— — -^— — — ^ Margery, wife o^ 

y. 287. 
Roger Feremon (1256), y. 286. 
Roger fitz John Attegate, y. 286. 
Roger fitz Milo (1221), y. 285. 
Roger fitz Osbert (1210), y. 285. 
Roger Foliot (1290), y. 290. 
Roger le Scheramon (1272-4), y . 287, 

288. 
Roger l^rel (1274), y. 283--4. 
Roger Young (1183-7), y. 281 li$. 
Roger Young, y. 287. 
, Agnes, widow of (1272), 

y. 287. 
Simon fitz Adam, y. 285. 
^ Cecilia, widow of 

(1232), y. 285. 
Stephen Saponarius, y. 800. 
Thomas and Eye de Corfton, y. 289. 
Thomas de Capella (1255), y. 800. 
Thomas de Doddinghop (1255), y. 

286. 
Thomas de Herford (Clerk), y. 286. 
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Ludlow, Bui^gesses and Tenants there 
(eonHnmed), — 
Thomas fitz Boger (1274), v. 288. 
Thomas le Ghiunter, ▼. 289. 
Thomas le Webbe (1292), y. 290. 
Thomas Minoh, or Mympe (1256-6), 

y. 286^. 
Thomas Trie, y. 288. 
Walter de Brug (1255)» y. 286, 299. 
Walter do Burweje (1269), y. 286. 
Walter fitz Nicholas, y. 297. 
Walter fitz Philip, y. 288. 
f Walter, son of 

a277), y. 288. 
Walter fitz Walter (1232), y. 286. 
Walter le Tyipur (1289), y. 289. 
f Cecily, wife of, y. 

^89. 
Walter Smith (1187), y. 281. 
William and Agnes le Belyatere, y. 

290. 
William and Cecilia Qxd (1280), y. 

288. 
William and Matilda le Therlawynd, ' 

y. 291. 
William and Petronilla de Leomin- 
ster, y. 290. 
William Gerk (1208), y. 282. 
William Qerk (1221), 124. 
Waiiam de Bradeston, y. 288. 
William de Cachesford, y. 288. 
William de Haltmie (1292), y. 290. 
William fitz Andrew de Pyre, y. 287. 
William fitz Geoffirey, y. 287. 
, Isolda^ widow 

of (1271), y. 287. 
William fitz Sabur*, y. 288. 
William fitz Walkelin (1282), y. 289. 
, Cecily, wife o^ 

y. 289. 
William le Folnr (1255), y. 286. 
William Moil, y. 189. 
William Mutbert (1272-4), y. 287, 

288. 
William Orin (1801), y. 291. 
William Palefiwy (1274), y. 288. 
William Schekenhnrste (1290), y. 

290. 

' , Alice, wife 

of;y. 290. 
Wimmid fitz Wimund, v. Heyton. 



Ludlow (of Corfham), William de (1299), 

y. 196. 
Ludlow (of Corfton), Adam de (1221), v. 

45,46. 
, , Emma fitz Richard, wife 

of; y. 45, 46. 
Ludlow of Ludlow. — 

, Basilia de (1203), v. 281. 

, Coleman de, v. Blund. 

, Edelina de (1203), y. 282. 

, Edmund de {circa 1230), y. 297. 

, Henry de (Clerk, 1292), y. 290. 

, Petronilla de, y. 286. 

, , Boger, son of, y. 286. 

, , William, son of, y. 



286. 



-, Robert de (1258), y. 286. 
-, Boger de (1183), y. 281. 



Ludlow, Walter de (Vicar of Diddlebury), 

y. 177. 
Ludlow (of Neenton), John de, 175. 
Ludlow (of Patton), Amald Dapifer de,' 

42. 

■, , Emma, wife of; 42. 

Ludlow, eUias Bouton, William de (Beotor 

of Munslow, 1324), y. 144. 
, William de (Beotor of Qnet, 

1277), 887. 
Ludlow of Stokesay. — 
, Laurence de, 251, 287 ; y. 86^ 87, 

40, 231, 289, 290. 

, , Agnes, wife of; y. 87. 

, William de (oft. 1316), 846 ; y.87. 

, , Matilda, wife of, y. 87, 



V. Wynne. 



-, Laurence, son of;y. 37. 



Lugein, Adam, 115, 116. 

, Richard, 109. 

Lune, Bobert and Juliana, 275. 
Lunemon (TeHis), 288. 
Lupus, Bichard, son of Bichard, 340. 
Lutwyche, Henry de, 33, 78 ». 
Lutwyche, Lords of. — 
, Herbert de, 114, 262 a. 



-, William de 0208), 114. 

•, William de {c. 1240^1262) 



37, 114, 115. 

-, William de (1310-21), 99, 



102, 116, 126. 

— , William, son of Thomas de 



(1800), 113, 116. 
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Latwyche, Undertenante in. — 

William fitz Hamo, 115 n. 

William fitz Maline, 102. 

William fitz Robert, 114, 115 ; t. 
52 »; V. Stanton, William de. 

William fitz Roger, 115, 116. 

William Greythe, 116 bis. 

WiUiam Knight, 116. 
Luyell, Warin, v. 39. 
Lymesye, Nicholas do (Sheriff of Here- 

fordBhire), v. 158. 
Lynda, v. Linde. 
Ljnie, v, Linney. 
LyteUon, Edward, 18. 

M. 

Macun, Peter le, 4, 81, v. Mason. 
Maiei, Robert de, ▼. 75, 76. 

, , Robert, son of (1196), v. 

76. 
Malebeng (Malbanc), William, ▼. 181. 
Mallore, John, 151. 

, • • •, T. 26, 297. 

Malmeeeye, Robert de, t. 8. 
Malmeshull, Robert de, t. 8. 
Mains Yicinns, Henry, 43, v, MauTeysin. 
Malyem (Ghreat), Monks of, 160, 162. 

, Prior o^ 161-168. 

Malyem (Little), Richard, Prior of^ t. 

159. 
Mans, Matthew de (1248), t. 194. 
Mara, WiUiam de (1190-6), 292. 
Maratin, Henry le, t. 106. 
March, Earls of. — 

Roger do Mortimer (III), 225, v. 

Mortimer of Wigmore. 
Roger de Mortimer (lY), 228 ; ▼. 
296, V, Mortimer of Wigmore. 
Marohe, Comtes of. — 

Hugh le Brun, y. 141 n. 

, Queen Isabella, wife of, v. 

141 ». 






Maro, De la (of Millichope), eontiMued. — 

, Roger, 5. 

, Thomas, 5. 

, , Juliana de Millichope, 

wife of, 5. 
Mare, Pe la (of Uflington, etc.). — 

, Alan, 58. 

, Elias, 65 ». 

y Richard, 56, 57. 

, Robert, 23 n, 56-59, 61, 66: 

-, Agnes, daughter of, 66, 



, GJeoffiney de Lusignan, son 

of; y. 141. 
Hugh, 12th Comte, y. 240, 278 i». 

^,Joan, daughter o^ y. 240, 

278 «», V. Q«neyill. 
Hugh, 13th Comte (1283), v. 278 ». 
Mare, De la (of Millichope). — 
, Ralph, 6. 



58-60, 66, V. Mauduit and Ardeme. 
— . , Aliza, wife of, 66-58. 



-, Walter, 68 », 71 n. 



Mare, De la (of Upper Poston). — 

Roger (1816), y. 64. 
Marescall, Lucas le, 278. 
Maiescall (of Cleton), Robert, 874 ». 
Marescall (of Ludlow), Gilbert le, 24. 
^ , Agnes, wife of, y. 284, 

287. 
Maroechal (of Milson), William le, 848. 
Mariscis, Geofl&ey de (Viceroy of Ireland), 

y. 269, 271. 
Marmion, Barons Marmion, y. 140. 
, Robert (1165, 1188), y. 76. 

188,281. 

, Robert (1216), 803, 809, 818. 

-, Mabel, daughter of, 



808, 309, 818, v. Richard's Castle. 

-, Reginald, se- 



cond husband oi^ 809. 
Marsoot, y. 41. 
Marsoot, Hamo, 114. 
Marshall, Gilbert {fern. Hen. I), y. 184. 

, , John, son of, y. 134. 

Marshall, The Earls, v. Pembroke. 

Martell, Eudo, 233. 

Mason (of Mughale or Monkhall). — 

•, John, 31. 

^,Peterle,4,81. 

, , Alice, wife of, 31. 

^ Ralph, 81. 

, William le (1221-41), 31, 42, 112. 

, William le (1255), 81. 

-, William le (1267-1305), 81, 46, 126. 



Mason, Hugh le (1278), 122. 
Mauooyenant, Nicholas (1165), y. 126. 
Mauduit of Castle Holgate and War- 
minster. — 
i Cecilia, 66. 
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ICMiduit of GagUe Holgate and Woi^ 

minstor (eanHnued), — 

, Bobert, 66, 59-62. 

, , AgneB de la Maze, wife 

of, 66, 68-60, 66. 
^ Thomas, 66, 68 «s 69, 61-67, 



70, 71, 76, 77, 213 ; ▼. 69, 60, 66. 

1 , Agnea, wife o^ 66, 77. 

J , Robert, brother o^ 66, 68 



IS 59, 71 n, 77. 

^ , Robert, son of, 66, 66, 66. 

9 , Thomas, son o^ 66, 65, 66. 

■ , , William, brother o^ 56, 



77 ; V. 59 », T. 66. 

-, William, 14-16, 22-24, 66, 65- 



67, 70, 77 ; T. 60, 65, 69, 71, 198. 
Maudoit of Hanslape. 
1 William (Chamberlain to K 

Heniy II), 60. 



— , Robert, son of^ 60. 
-^, William, son of, 60. 



Maaduit of Lawton. — 

, Robert (1265-S4), v. 102, 106. 

, — , Anastasia, wife o^ v. 102, 

106. 
B£audait(ofWammuter),Thomas, 66,67 fi. 
Mauduit, John, 65 ». 
Mauyeysin, Heniy {eirca 1160), 48. 
BiauTeysin of Nash and Ashford Jones, 

, John (1284-1292), 882; t. 80,81. 

f , Isabella, wife of, 882 ; f.81. 

, William (1256), 332. 



y William (Constable of Richard's 

Caeile, 1274), v. 283. 
ICawlej John de (1240), 229. 
, John de (1272-5), 229, 276. 



, John de (1304), 229. 

Maye, William, 831. 

, , Robert, son of^ 881. 

Heath, Richard, Bishop o( t. 271. 
Mednana, Walter de, t. 250 n. 
Meroer (of Burway), John le, v. 228. 
Hercia, Earls of, v. 196. 

Algar, 378, 379 ; v. 145 ». 

, Borchard, son ol^ 379. 

Edwin, 140, 142, 860 { t. 145 n. 
Merhons, Thomas de la, 45. 
Merleberge, Alured de, v. 74. 

, , Agnes, daughter of, 

V. 74^ V. Wigmore. 
Herlimond, Oliver dc, 201, 202 ; t. 251. 

V. 



Merston, John de^ ▼. 111. 
Middlehope, Lords of. — 

, William de (1208-1209), 21 ; t. 

52,64 

■, Richard de (1215-1251), 88, 34, 



65 n, 114 ; T. 52, 58, 191, 198, 297. 
f , Avioia de Chabbenom*, 



wife of, 264 ; y. 53. 

, William de (1256-1262), v. 63, 

, , Roger, brother of, 84 «; 



v. 58. 



-, , Thomas, brother o^ ▼. 68. 

-, William de (1264-1295), 78; y. 



53-55, 192. 



-, Richard, brother of 



(1266), y. 53. 



-, Thomas, supposed bro- 



ther of (1267), y. 68. 



, Geoffi^, bro- 
ther of^ y. 64. 

Middlehope, Herbert de (1262), y. 68. 

, Reginald de (1263), y, 53. 

-, Richard de (1299), y. 196. 

Middleton (Higford), John de, y. 20, 86. 

, Robert de W • • ro of,y. 86. 

«— , , Katherine, wife of, y. 86. 

Middleton, Peter de (1230), y. 197. 

Middleton Priors, Richard, Rector o^ 11. 

Middleton (Scriven), Warm de, 269. 

Middleton, William Parsons o^ 175-6; 
y. 102, e. Pykethom. 

, f Margaret de Basker- 

yille, wife of, 175-6 ; y. 102. 

Mile of Borway, Sheet, Ludlow, etc. 

, Henry (tmn. Ric. I), y. 220, 223. 

, Henry (1232), y. 285. 

, Henry (1250-8), y. 83, 78, 223. 

, WiUiam (1256), y. 286. 

-, Henry (1284), y. 73. 



MUe, John, 78. 

Milisent (of Ludlow), Peter (1255-6), y. 

286^. 
Millenhope (t. e, Milliohope), Richard de 

(1260), y. 98. 

, Edith, wife o^ y. 98. 

Millichope, Roger de (1199), 4. 

, Roger de (1221), 4, 81, 112. 

, , Juliana, daughter of, 



5, e. Mare. 



thcr oi^ 6 n. 



-, Juliana, wife or mo* 
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MillLchope, Thomas de {circa 1170), 4, 
31. 

, Thomas de (1221), 4. 

Milflon, Gilbert de (circa 1180), 346 ; t. 
82. 

Sibil, fitz Robert of, 347. 
William de {circa 1174), 346. 
William do (1210-1259), 84&-348. 

, Nichola^ wife o^ 347-8. 

, Nicholas^ son of, 347-8, 353. 

, , Agnes, daughter ofi 353. 

, , Nichola, daughter ofi 

348. 

, , , SibU,wifeof;848, 363-4. 

Minenis, Henry de, 146. 

, f Lisebell, daughter ot 

146, V. Gamages. 
Minton, Walter de (1165, 1199), v. 126. 

, Adam de (1240), v. 126. 

, , Peter, son of (1255), v. 126. 

Mitleton, Gilbert de, 151. 

Moiling, John, 225 n, 

Monemue, John de (c. 1230), t. 191, 297 

bis, 
Monetarins, v. Moneur. 
Moneur (Monetarius), of Oorfton and 
Little Sutton. — 

J Heniy le (ante 1240), t. 93, 94, 98. 

, , William, son of (1247-1263), 

V. 51, 93, 94, 98. 
, Peter, son of Robert lo (1263), v. 



51. 

Moneur of Ludlow, Stoke, and Wliitton. 

, William le (1187), v. 281. 

, Roger and William le (brothers, 

1203)," V. 281, 282. 
, William le {defs, 1255), 389, 842; 



V. 39. 



9 

V. 39. 



-, William, son of (c. 1260), 

, , , Alice, widow of 

(1272), T. 39, 40. 

-, Henry, son of (1259- 



1308), 339, 340. 



-, John, son of, 340, 



342. 



-, Roger le (1272-4), v. 287, 288. 

-, , Roger, son o^ v. 287. 

-, — , William, son of (1270), v. 70. 
-, Phihp le (1272), 271 j v. 222. 
-, William le (1272-4), v. 207, 208. 



Moneur of Ludlow, Stoke, and Whitton 

(conHimed). — 

, John le (ISll), 842, 345. 

Moneye, Robert, t. 278 n, 
Monk-Hall, Copyholders in, 24, 25. 

, William de, ». Mughale. 

Monk-Hopton, Copyholders in, 24, 25. 
Monkyton, William de (Seneschal of Corf- 
ham), y. 205. 
Montdidier, Ralph de, 195-6. 
, y Hawise;, presumed 

daughter of, 195-6. 
Montfdt, Milisent de, v. 121, v. Zouche 

of Haiyngworth. 
Montgomery, Lords of, v. Boilers, Canti- 

lupe. 
Montgomery, Norman family ai, 196. 

--t Roger de, sumamed Magnus, 190. 

f , Roger, son ofi 196^ v. 

Shrewsbury, Earls of. 
Montgomery, Baldwin fitz William de, t. 

117. 

, PhiUp de, 293, 296. 

, Walter de, 266. 

Mora, Roger de (Attorney 1203), y. 88. 
Morcar, Earl of Northumberland, 300, 

360 J y. 6. 
More, Nicholas de la (1249), y. 96. 
More (of Cleobury Mortimer), Auger de 

la, 226. 
More (of I^dham and Long Stanton), 32, 

33, 35, 38. 

, Roger de la (1251), 35. 

More (of Milson), Thomas and Matilda de 

la, 348. 
More (of More-House), Richard de la, 116. 
More, Roger of the (Chaplain), 381. 
Moreton, John, Earl o^ 144, v. England, 

Kings, etc. of. 
Morlay, Matthew de, 808 i». 
Morthowe, William (Monk of Wenlock), 

29,30. 
Mortimer (of Attilberg), Robert de, 312- 

314. 
Mortimer (of Chelmarsh), 170. 

, Hugh (I) de, 196. 

, ^, Felicia deSanctoSydonio, 

wife of, 196. 

, Hugh (II) de, 197, 234 », 

, , Agatha de Ferrars, wife 



of, 197. 
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Mortimer (of Chclmanh), {oonHtimed). — 

, Hugh (III) de, 168, 169, 170 ». 

, , Margaret, daughter of, 

168-9, V. Beysin. 
, William (I) de, 196. 



Mortimer (of Chirk), Soger de, 186, 

197. 
, , Lucia le Wafro, wife of, 

186. 197. 
Mortimer (of dayerley, etc.), Hemry do, 

169-170. 
Mortimer (of Essex), Robert do, 903, 312, 

V. Richard's Castle. 
Mortimer (of Hamme), William de, 803, 

320, 321. 
Mortimer of Normandy. — 
, Hugh, Bishop of Coutances, 

Ancestor of^ 195-6. 

-, Roger do Mortimer, son 



of; 195, 196, 198. 



198-9. 



•, Odain, wife of; 196, 
-, Ilawiflo, wife of; 



196, 198-9. 



198. 



-, Hugh, son of, 196, 
-, Ralph, prestuned 



son of; V, Mortimer of Wigmore. 
— , , f William, son o^ 



196, 198. 

Mortimer of Richard's Castle, v. Richard's 
Castle. 

Mortimer of Wigmore, 196-7, 312. 

, Ralph (I) de, 140 plwries, 193, 

196, 198-200, 228-9, 230-1, 232, 236, 
239, 240, 258, 260-1, 269, 271-2, 274, 
277, 800 ter, 367, 360-1 ; ▼. 2 fer, 4, 
72, 74, 76 «, 79, 235, 237. 

, , Milisendis, wife o^ 196, 



200. 

, Hugh (I) de, 196, 200-206, 

226, 235, 243, 256, 267, 812, 361 ; t. 
247, 251-2, 263. 

, ^ Hawise, sister o^ 196. 

, , William, brother of; 196. 



, Roger (I) de, 196, 204, 205, 

206-211, 226, 233, 246-7, 259, 265, 
275, 309, 310, 361. 

-, Isabella do Forrars, wife 



oS, 196, 207-212, 226, 265, 861. 



Mortimer of Wigmore (eovHnued).'^ 
^ Hugh, brother of Roger (I) de. 



196. 



196. 



-, Ralph, brother of Roger (I) de, 
-, William, brother of Roger (I) 



de, 196, 247. 

-, Hugh (II) de, 68, 147, 197, 



211-214, 233, 247, 261-3, 265, 278. 
, , Annora de Braose, ^^ife 



of, 197, 212, 214. 

, Ralph (II) de, 197, 214-216, 



239, 248, 269, 264-5, 270, 275, 857, 

364 ; V. 72, 77, 80. 

$ , Gladu9e,wifeo(197,215, 



216, 217. 

, , Robert and Philip, bro- 
thers of, 197, 247 ; V. 72. 

, Roger (II) de, 186, 197, 211, 

212, 216-224, 233-4, 237, 239, 247 », 
249, 250, 252, 258, 266, 270, 273, 276- 
8, 295, 298, 300, 316, 367, 861, 364 ; 
V. 18, 47, 54, 72, 77, 181, 183, 230, 
273, 275, 283. 
, , Matilda de Braose, wife 



of; 197, 217, 219, 223, 247 »» 295 ; t. 
230. 

, , Hugh, brother of, 197. 

, , John and Peter, brothers 



of; 197. 



, Edmund (I) de, 197, 219, 223, 

224-5, 226, 229, 252-3, 259, 278-9, 
288, 366 i V. 73, 79, 221. 

-, Margaret de Fondles, 



wife of; 197, 223, 266, 279, 294. 

-, Ralph, brother o^ 197, 



222-3, V. Sheriffs. 

-, Roger, brother of, 186, 



197, V. Mortimer of Chirk. 

-, Qeoffirey and William, 



brothers of; 197. 

— , , Isabella, sister of; 197, 



356, V. Fitz AJan. 

, Roger (III) de, 197, 223, 226, 



239, 256, 266, 295, 297 ; v. 11, 240, 
279, 295. 
, , Joan de GJenevill, wife of. 



197, 228 n ; v. 11, 240, 279. 

-, John, Hugh, Walter, and 



Edmund, brothers of; 197. 
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HortiniBr of Wigmoro (eotttUme^* — 

, Matilda, Bister of Boger (ill) 

do^ 197, «. Verdon# 

, Kdmund (II) do, 197. 

, , Elizabeth de Bsdlee- 



mere, wife of^ 197. 

>, Boger, GeafBraji and 



John, brothers of^ 197. 

-, Eatherine,Joan} Agnes, 



Margaret, Matilda^ Blanohe^ and Bea* 
trix, sisten ot, 197* 

-, Boger (IV) de, 197, 228, 288, 



297; ▼.296. 



-, Fhilippa de Montaente, 



wife of; 197, 22a 

, 1 John, brother of, 197. 



•, Edmund (ni) de, 297. 
-, Edinund (TV) de, 297. 



Mortuner, Bartholomew de, 808, 808. 

^ ^ Luda, wife o^ 808, «. 

Bichard's Castle. 

-, Matthew do Moriay, 



heir of, 808 fi. 

Mortimer, William de (Portioncr of Bar- 
ford and Canon of Hereford), 324, 882, 
836 J ▼. 81. 

Mooneur, o. Monenr. 

Mowbray, Bobert de (Earl of Korthton- 
berland), t. 237. 

Mowbray, Boger de (tern, Steph.), ▼. 122. 

Muoogros, Walter de (1208), ▼. 282. 

Muckley, Edward do, 127. 

, John de, 126. 

— — , Nicholas de, 126. 



-, Bichard, 127. 

-, Boger Baylyo of^ 127. 



Mughale, Bogor le Fleming of^ 81. 

, Thomas de, 126. 

, William do (1182), 80. 



-, William de (1227), 81. 

-, William de (1260-1806), 81, 



111 n, 126. 
Muklonee, John de, 66 «. 
Muleston, «. Milson. 
Mulum, William de, v. 182, 183, 136. 
, , Avioe, wife of, ▼. 182, 

133, 136, V. Fitz Boger. 
Munchensi, • • • • de, v. 248. 
, , Agnos fits Pagan, wife 

of, T. 243, V. Fitz Jolm. 
, , William, son of, v. 243. 



MtmdeifiUe^ 0. Amnndsvilla 
Mnneno, Henry and William, ▼• 32. 
Mmislow^ John fits Bobert of (c. 1260), 

▼. 40, 142. 

, Bectots of; ▼. 148, 144. 

, Bobert de (1266-;L284), 70 «, 

839, 840 } tr. 61, 142, 148. 

^, Boger Ernold o^ ▼. 142. 

> Boger Wallings of; t. 60 iir, 

-, Stephen, Bector of (1116), 2$ 



▼. 180, 181, 144. 

-, Thomas, Clerk of (cirea 1260- 



1267), ▼. 49, 142 isr, 168. 

, Thomas de (126&-74), ▼. 142 



to, 168. 

, Vjcar o^ ▼. 148. 

, William de {circa 1280), ^.141, 



148. 



-, - ■-■ , Maigsret, wife o^T. 148. 
-, , William, son of; ▼. 148. 



-, William do (Clerk, 1277), ▼. 



142. 
, William do O^enhale, Vicar o^ 

T. 144. 
, William-in*tho-HoIe, Clerk of; 

T. 60, 148. 
Musselawe, v. Mnnslow. 

N. 

Noon Sarage, Incnmbents at, 286, 236. 
Neen (Sollars), Hngh do, 296. 

, Incumbents of, 297. 
Nehol, Clerk, ▼. 209, «. Nigellus Medicus. 
Ketley, William and Isoto de, 108. 
Keufmesnil, Walter de, 244, 247-8, 276 ». 

-, , Alice, daughter of, 

244, 247-8, o. Brompton. 
, , Sara, wife of; 248. 



Neuton, Stephen de, t. 107. 

Nonll, Alan de, 94^ 177, 806, 876 ; ▼. 123, 

140. 

, Hugh de (1226), 278 ; ▼. 268. 

, Peter de (1266), 369. 

Newmaroh, Bernard de, 188, 184;, 200, 

241, 242 ; t. 287. 
, , Nesta, wife o^ 184. 



, , Sibil, daughter of, 

184, V, Hereford, Earls o£ 
Newport, Nicholas and Thomas de^ t. 

48 m. 
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Newton (Stokesay), Hu^ fits Bamilf of; 

T.40. 

■ — y Lulw do, T. 40, «. Yeo. 

', Nicholas de, y. 40. 

^ Waiiam, Lord of; T. 40. 

Nicholas (a Ohi^lain), ▼. 32. 
Nicholas (Papal Legate, 1214), 212. 
NigeUns Medicus (1066), r. 2, 207-209. 
Noir, Le, v. Black. 

Nonememill, Walter de (circa 1206), 276. 
Norfolk, Giles de (Portioner olT Burford), 

323, 327, 338. 
, , Glarioe and Pridiana,daiigh- 

ters of, 337. 
Norfolk, Roger Bigod, Earl of, t. 135, 138. 

^ , Marjory, danghter 

of, T. 136, 138, V, Hastings. 
Normandy, Dukes o£ — 
Richard (I), 195, 196. 
, Gkinnora, wife of, 196, 196, 



108. 



-, Herfastus, brother 



0^195-6. 

— , , — I Osbert de 

Crepon, son o^ 195-6. 
^ ^ Weyia, sister o^ 196, 



198, V. Pontaudemer. 

-,•••, niece of, wife 



of Hngh, Bishop of Coutanoes, 
195-6. 
Richard (II), 196. 
Robert {T), 195, 196. 
William, 20 i», 52, 195, 196 ; ▼. 76n. 
Robert Gonrteheose, 200; v. 236. 
Henry Plantagenet, ▼. 148, 248, «. 
England, Kings of. 
Nonnaunt, John de, v. 20. 
Nomoott, Thomas de, 19. 
Northgrene, or NorthgraTC, Thomas de, 

174, 226, 266. 
Northwood, Undertenants, etc. in. — 
Agnes le Warener, 176. 
Ema de Northwood, 176. 
Emma fits Paen, 174, 176. 

, Matilda, daughter of, 174. 

, Robert, son of, 174. 

-, William, husband of, 174. 



Henry Blundell, 175, 176. 
John de Langeberge, Clerk, 176. 
John fits Nicholas, 175, «.Hokswood. 
Nicholas de Northwood, 176. 



Northwood, Undertenants, eto. in (opti- 

Roger de Northwood, 176. 

Roger de la Wodehonse, 177. 

— , Henry, son of; 177. 

William Blundell, 176. 

William de Northwood, 176. 

f Isabella, wife of, 176. 

Norton (Aston Botterell), John de, 280. 

, Walter de (1268-1292), 280 ; y. 

206. 
Norwich, Constable at, ▼. 189. 

O. 

Oakley, Pagan ds {tern. Riob. I), t. 220, 
222. 

, Psgan de (1221-8), t. 223. 

, Adam de (defs. 1259), y. 228. 

^ ^ Richard, eon of (1269-«l), 



▼.223. 



-, Geva, widow of (1260), ▼. 



228. 
Oakley, Hawise de (1221), y. 223. 
Odo (of Rushbuiy, Gretton, Stanway, eto. 

3.086), 89, 105, 107-8, «. Bemieres. 
Oidehurd (of Downton Castle, 1066), 248 

», ▼. 75 fi. 
Oldeoote, v, Bloott. 
Old-Radnor, Hugh de Mortimer, Rector 

of, 197. 
Olretonof Ludlow and Clee St. Margaret. 

, Roger de (1255), v. 286. 

, William de (1256-71), ▼. 286, 

2Q7. 
, Richard de (1274), y. 284, 287 

5m, 288. 

, SibU de (1274), v. 284. 

, Dionisia de (1S41), y. 294. 

-, Roger de (1341), y. 294. 



Ondeslawe^ Roger de, y. 204. 

Onibury, Incumbents of; y. 58. 

Ordericus (Historian), 52, 85, 198, 200; 
y. 6, 238, 242. 

Orfeure (of Ludlow),Rachard(L300,1303), 
V. 72, 291. 

Orfeure, William and Ayice le, 286. 

Osbem (of Burghill and Hope, Hereford- 
shire, T.R.B.), y. 74. 

, Alursd de Merlebeige, Nephew 

of; 9. Merleberge. 
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OKfan (T.R.E,), 48. 

CHDar, Bicfattd, 71 «. 

OspM, Bernard, ion oi; 241, 9. I7iM|Me. 

OtrDCr.S^),105. 

Otkj (of Pttdilbrd), Adam, 176 •; t.110. 

, William (1490-1521), t. 108, 109. 

, f Adam, son c€, t. 108. 

-, Maigay Brajn, wife oC^ ▼. 



108, 109. 
Orertoo of Orefion, Eodon €teorge^ and 

Cofiej, 284, 357 ; T. 109.— 
, Bidutfd de (1198>1206), 269, 

357, «. Fitz-Eiltit>p. 
^, Geoffii!7 do (1221-1241), 233, 

260, 270, 357. 
, Gooficj de (1251-1256), 233^ 

270, 857, 358. 

. y Nicholaa, son of (1255), 

233,270. 

, William de (1256-1257), 270, 271. 

-, Matilda, wife o(, 271. 



Orerton (t uafa'— mi). — 

y Bichard fits Bobert ai, 271. 

y Stephen de (1251X 285, 270. 

-, William fits Milo id, ▼. 22& 



,Qeofbey de (1286-1311), 175, 

177, 271, 359. 

^1 9 Thomaa, brother of (1290- 

1310), 175, 271, 359. 

, Peter de (1316-1342), 175,176, 

271, 359, 360 ; v. 102, 109. 

Johanna de Baskerville, 



Owen (of Aabach), Heaaj, 3701 
Oxenboid, Copjholdcn in, 25. 

, Bicfaaid fits WiDiBm of, 37. 

, TiKmiaa fits Bobert of, 22. 

OyMslor, Boger ]e;,T. 18. 



P. 

I PkiganeU (of Dudley). Balph (1138), ▼. 

244,245. 
Painoth {T^$tu\ 90 ». 
Pancefot, Bichard, t. 77. 

— — , , Chimbald, eon oi, t. 77. 

— — , 9 , Conataiioe de 

Lingen, wife of, ▼. 77. 
Pantulf^ Barons of Wem. — 
, William (1086), 26, 27, 140, 188; 

T. 1, 2 ^Mo^er, 84,85, 87, 90, 110, 235. 

, Hugh, V. Sheriffs. 

9 , Hugh, son o^ 145-147. 

-, Ito, son of. 



wife of, T. 102, 109. 

, John de (ob, 1361), 360 ; v. 102. 

1 , Alianore, wife of, v. 102. 

f 1 Johanna, daoghter o^ ▼. 

102, 109, V. Worthyn. 

-, John, son of; y. 102. 



, Philip le Moneur ot 271, v. Moneur. 

Orerton of Orerton near Bichard's Castle. 

, Bobert de 1210-40), ▼. 231. 

9 Bichard de (1255), t. 281. 

■ Bichard son of (1267), v. 231. 



, John de (1287-1808), t. 231. 

Overton, Agnes fitz William or fitz Bich- 
ard of (1250-66), V. 281, 232. 

f , Juliana, mother o^ v. 232. 

9 Henry fitz Philip of (1267-1272), 

271; V. 231. 

, , Nesta, wife of, 231. 

, Hugh de (1221), 269. 

, Hugh de (def, 1232), v. 231. 

» , Pama, wife of; v. 231. 

, Bose do (1250-1256), v. 231, 232. 

, 9 Agnes, wife of, v. 231, 282. 



Paris, MaUhew (Historian), t. 272, 278 «. 
Paris, Walter de, v. 197, 208. 
Partrich, Bobert (1350), 238, 849. 

, Walter (1272), 294. 

Parvus, William, 96. 
Parys, Bobert, v. 108, 108. 

y , Katherine, wife of, v. 103, 108. 

Passelewe, Bobert, y. 91. 
Paternoster, William (1272), v. 86. 
Patesbi, Bichard de (1194), y. 228. 
Patinton, Hugh de {circa 1180), 48, 111. 

, Hugh de (1250-1273), 87, 44-46, 

111 », 114, 115 bis, 116 bis. 

— , Alianore le Fleming, wife 



o^44. 



-, John, son of, 45, 46. 



-, Hugh de (1296), 45. 

-, y Hugh,»son of; 45. 

-, John de (occisus 1213), 43. 

-, , Herbert, brother of; 43. 

-, , Juliana, wife o^ 48. 

-, Siba de, 45, 46. 

-, Stephen de, 48, 44, 112, 114-^. 

-, , Christiana, wife o^ 44. 

-, , Peter, son of; 114^ 115. 
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Patinton {oonUnue^. — 

, ThcmiAs de, 46, 119. 

Patinton, Hamund, son of Biohard Faber 
of, 46. 

, — , Alice, wife o^ 46. 

, John le Fevre o^ 46. 

, Roger de, 125. 



Patahull, Simon de (Justiciar), t. 118. 
Paumer (of Ludlow), William le, v. 287. 

, John, son of (1272), v. 287. 

Paunoefot of Kinlet. — 

f Adam, 249. 

, , Johanna and Lora, sisters 



o(249. 



-, John, 258. 



Pauntley of Diddlebury. — 

, Kichard de (1256-1274), ▼. 60, 

168 pluries. 
, Richard de (1284^1299), t. 169. 



-, Adam de (1299), t. 169. 
., William de (1299), v. 169. 



Pautheloe, Panteley, e, Pauntley. 
Peaton, Hawkyn fitz Ito of^ ▼. 166. 

^ Ralph fitz Ivo o^ V. 167. 

^ Richard le Skynnei^ of, v. 166. 

-, Roger Dun of (1230-1266), t. 



166, 197. 

, Walter fitz Ito of (1230-1241), 



T. 166, 197. 

, Walter fitz William of (1256-99), 



T. 166 bU, 167 his. 

^, William fitz Adam of (1280- 



. 1241), V. 166, 197. 

, WiUiam fitz Adam of (1299), v. 



167. 



, William fitz Ivo of (1243), v. 

166. 
Peocheeey, Henry de, t. 39. 
Peoco, or Pecho, Richard de (1181), y.265. 
Peche (of Northwood), Hugh (1256), 105, 

174, 176. 
Pecheleg, Richard fitz Oeof&ey of, 226 n. 
Pedwardine, Hugh de (Incumbent of 

Acton Round), 125. 

, Rohese de, 233. 

, Walter de (1256, 1268), 190, 

276, 367. 
, Walter de (1284), 190 ; v. 78. 



Pegerton, Walter de, v. 297. 
Peirebruge, John de (SheriflTs Receiver), t. 
10. 



Pembroke, Earls of^ t. 134. 

Richard de Clare (Strongbow),T. 256. 

WiUiam Marshall (H), 219 ; y. 269. 

, Elianor, wife of, 219. 

Richard MarshaU, 184; V. 158. 

, Eva, sister o^ 184, «. Braose. 

Lauienoe de Hastings, v. 144. 

John de Hastings (1385), v. 144. 
Pembruge, Ralph de {circa 1228), v. 21. 

, , Isabella de Cantilupe, wife 

of, V. 21. 

^, Henry de. Senior (1254), 149. 

-, Henry de. Junior (1264-1267), 



149, 278 ; V. 47. 

, , Elizabeth de Ghmiages, wife 



o^ 149. 



--, William, brother of, 149. 
-, Eufemia de Ghmiages, 



wife of, 149, 150. 
Periers, Hugh de, 4 ; v. 146, 164, 167, 

182, 186-7, 197. 
Pemell, Juliana de, 294. 
Peverel, Hamo, 86 ; v. 241. 
Phlasse, Reginald (Clerk), v. 9. 
Physician, John the, v. 192, 196, v. 

Blockley. 

, Kigel the, e. Nigellus. 

Pichard, Avioe (1259), v. 39. 

, John (1213), V. 263 «. 

, Miles (1213, 1231), 833 ; v. 263 n. 

, Peter, v. 39. 

, Roger (1221), v. 46. 

-, Roger (1266), 318. 



Pickthom, v. Pykethom. 

Pictavensis, William, v. 252 n. 

Pigen, V, Pygen. 

Pitchford (of Broseley), Richard de, 168. 

Pit<^ford (of Pitchford), Ralph de (c. 

1290), 101. 
Pilarditon, William de, 174. 
Pipe, Richard de (Notary), v. 297. 
Pirun of Pole. — 

, John (1240-56), v. 24. 

f , Walter, father o^ v. 26. 

, Walter (1284r-9), v. 25, 40, 289. 

^ , Margery, wife o^ ▼. 40, 



289. 
Pivelesdon, Roger de (1251-1261), 24, 

111 i», 192, 282, 344. 
Plessetis, John de, Earl of Warwick, 148, 

149, 150, 162. 
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PldsfletiB, John de, Earl of Warwick (mm- 

, — — , Qirbtaaiia de Sandford, 
wife 0% 151. 
^ ^ Hugh, eon of, 149, 161, 



176. 



> , ^,.Gbmtiana, daugh- 
ter of, 161« «. Segrave. 

i J Isabella, wife o^ 



161. 
Plowden of Wilderhope. — 

, John de(1292-1316), 99, 101,108. 

^ , John, son of (1S21),102 hii. 

, , J Alice, wife oi^ 102. 



, , Boger, son of, 102. 

y William de {jDvroa 1260-60), 99 

IS 101, 116 hi». 
Plngenai, Hugh de, r. 248. 

, , Sibil de Dynan* wife o^ 

T. 248. 
Pocock, Adam (1266), y. 168. 
Poer (of Aldon), Boger le, v. 27. 
Poer of Keen-BaldwiD, poHea Neen Sol- 
lars. — 

i Baldwin le, 291-298. 

, Elena le, 292, o. Sollars. 

y Bustachia le, 292, «. Sollars, 

i PetroniUa le, 292, ». Praxino. 

Poer (of Bagdon), John le (1208), v. 118. 

9 "^~> Christiana^ wife of, t. 118. 

Poer (of Romsley), John le (1271), 266. 
Poer (of Wheathill), John le (1236), 285, 
Poer of Worcestershire. — 

^ John {tern. Hen. II), 807. 

y i Matilda, daughter o^ 807. 

, Boger le (1281-1240), 287 «, 838. 

Poer, Samson le {airca 1200), t. 32. 

Poher, v» 'Boer, 

Pole (Stanton Lacy), Undertenants in. — 

John and Alice de Colton, y. 26. 

John de la Pole, t. 25. 

, Bicholda, wife of^ t. 25. 

John le Cruthur, t. 25. 
Pondus, Ancestor of the GifTords, t. 146, 
147. 

y Sons of, V. Ktz Ponce. 

Pontaudemer, Turold de, 196. 
, y Josoelina, daugh- 
ter o^ 196, o. Montgomerj. 

-,Wovia,wifeo£;i96. 



Ponte, William de (Gerk), v. 271. 



Ponte-clzTO, William de, ▼. 297. 
Pontsbuiy, William de Asshaton, Por- 

turner o^ r. 37 «. 
Popes. — 

Alexander III, 880 ; t. 31. 

Ghregpiy IX, 167. 

Honorius in, T. 42. 

Alexander lY, 157, 168. 

Nichohis, lY, 256. 

Clement Y, t. 124. 
Port of Herefordshire. 

, Adam de (1121), v. 241. 

f Adam de la, v. 101. 

, — > Sibil, alleged dau^ter o^ 

V. 141. 
Portes, Hugh de, t. 48 i». 
Poston (Upper), Bichard fits Walter of; 

V. 63. 
Poynor, Balph, 113. 
Pros, Philip de (1248), 275, v. 47. 
Prestewode, Bichard de (Forester), 136. 
Presthope, John de (1821), 102, 119. 

, y Thomas, son o^ 102. 

y Balph de {circa 1260), 111 n. 



115. 



-, Boger de (1218), 48. 



Preston, Gilbert de (Justiciar), 378. 
f Bobert de (Bector of Fitz), t. 

28. 
Priseley of Upper Ledwich. — 

, Margaret (1391), v. 90. 

, William (1396), t. 90. 

Puclesdon, William de (1252), 332. 
Pulein, Bichard, 340. 
Pulverbatch, Emma de, 56, 67, v. Helgot. 
Purcd of Aldon. — 

, Thomas (1266), v. 27. 

, John (1284), v. 27. 

Puroel of Corfton. — 

-, Bichard, v. 50. 

, , John, son o£; or Joan, 

daughter of, v. 60. 
Purcd of Diddlebury and Norbuiy. — 

, John (1281), V. 169. 

, , Wymaroa, wife oi^ v. 169. 



— -, William, son of Adam, v. 169. 

, , CecOia, wife o^ v. 169. 

Purslowe, or Passelowe, John, 257. 
Putte, Bernard de hi, 330. 

^ , Alice, wife of, 330. 

, , Hugh, brother of^ 380. 
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Pygin of Ludlow. — 

, Nicholas (1272), v. 287. 

, Henry (1274r-1301), v. 288, 290, 

291, 296. 

, , JohannO) wife of, v. 291. 

, Thomas, son of Boger (1281), v. 288. 

, Nicholas, son of Boger (1281), v. 



288. 



-, Agnes, wife of, v. 288. 
-, Boger (1291, 1304), v. 290, 291. 



Pykethom, William de, 176; v. 102,110. 
, , Boger, son of, 176 ; 



V. 102, 110. 



of, 176; V. 102. 



-, Margery, wife 



-, Boger, son of, 



176 J V. 103, 110. 
Fyiilesdone, or P3rvlosdon, v. Piydesdon. 
Pywan, or Pywar, v, Pygin. 

B. 

Bacheford, v, Bochford. 
Badnor, Hugh de (1226), v. 196. 

, , Isabel, wife of, v. 196. 

, Master Simon de, 339, 342. 

, William de (1255-72), v. 286 his, 



287. 
BaduH {Testis), 90 i». 
Badulphus Dapifer, tr. St. Edmundsbuiy. 
Bagdon, John, Bichard, Eborard, and 

Bobert de, v. 116. 

, John de (c. 1250), t. 119. 

Bainaldus Yicecomes (1086), y. Sheriffs. 
Bayner (Lord of Thonglands, 1086), 80. 
Bea, Adam and Agnes de la, 294. 
Bedewelle, v. Bidware. 
Bedmarleye, John de, 182. 
^ J Christiana^ daughter 

of, 182, V. Fitz Aer. 
Bees, Master John (Canon of Hereford), 

12. 
Beuensuard (T.B.E.), y. 2, 68. 
Bevell, William, 61. 
Bibbeford, Henry de (1221), 259, 262. 

, Henry de (1268-1310), 180, 259. 

, Simon de (1179), 206, 269, 



-, Simon de (1246-59), 259. 
-, Simon de (1310), 259. 
-, Tristram de, 259, 262. 



Bibbeleye, William de, 177. 



Bicardus (Lord of Brockton and Lut- 

wyche, 1086), 109, 114. 
Bicardus (Lord of Kinlet, Nene, The 

Low, etc., 1086), 140 ter, 230-1, 236, 

240, 244, 245 », 248 », 274 ; v. 79. 
Bichard, Chaplain (Long Stanton), 33. 
, Chaplain (TesHs circa 1180), 307; 

Y. 82. 

, Priest (1155-60), 128. 

, Tenant in Aldon (1086), v. 2, 26, 



27. 



-, Tenant in Stanton Lacy (1086), 



V. 2, 4, 12. 

, Tenant of Ashford Jones (1086), 



Y. 2. 



, Tenant of Auretone Chatellany 

(T.B.E.), V. 224, V, Bichard*s Castle. 
Bichard's-Castle, Barons of, 135, 287 », 
298S passim; y. 233. 

Bichard Scrupo or Fitz Scrobi, 299, 

800, 301-2, 303-4 ; y. 208-9, 210, 

224, 225-6. 
, • * • *, wife of, 209, v. Fit* 

Wimarch. 
Osbem, fitz Bichard, 140, 291, 300 

pluriesy 301-4, 305 n, 346, 349, 

350 ; V. 2, 4, 81, 209, 210, 224 ter, 

225-6, 227, 230, 235-6. 

, Turstin, son of, 303. 

Hugh fitz Osbem, 303, 305 ». 
, Eustachia de Say, wife of^ 303- 

304. 
Osbem fitz Hugh, 291-2, 303, 305- 

307, 313, 320, 331, 335, 338, 341, 

346 ; Y. 30, 41, 82, 147, 149, 150, 

185, 230. 
, Amicia de Clifibrd, wife of, 

303, 305-6 ; Y. 147. 
Hugh de Say (I), 303, 306, 307-8, 

331; Y. 80, 82, 147, 150. 
, Luoia de Clifibrd, wife of; 303, 

305, 307-8 ; V. 147. 
, Bichard de Say, son of, 303, 



V. 



308, 310 

Hugh de Say (II), 207, 291, 308, 
307, 308-9, 310, 313, 328, 335, 
352 ; Y. 82. 

, Mabel Marmion, wife of, 303, 

309, 813. 

, Mai^ret, daughter and heir 

of, 208, 303, 310-316, 352 ; y. 154. 
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Richard's Castle, Barons of {coidmuedi. — 
Hiigh do Ferrars, 303, 309 », 810-1, 

314, 331 ; V. 82, 154. 
Robert de Mortimer (I), 808, 812- 

815; T. 82, 83, 226. 
William de Stuterille, 248, 808, 814- 

816, 821, 827, 888, 885, 889, 840, 

343, 864, 381 ; ▼. 71, 80, 88, 221, 

226-7, 281-2. 
Hugh de Mortimer (I), 800, 80S, 

316-818, 321, 823, 329, 884-5, 

83a-9, 344; ▼. 83, 281, 275. 

, Robert, supposed brother of^317. 

Robert de Mortimer (II), 294, 303, 

317-319, 321-2, 329, 834, 336, 

340, 343-4, 348, 358 ; v. 227, 229, 

230-1. 
, Hugh, supposed brother of, 

319. 

, • • *, first wife of; 303, 319. 

, Joyce la Zouche, ¥dfe of, 

303, 319. 
, William de Mortimer of 

Hamme, brother o( 303, 819, 

320-1. 
, William la Zouche of Mor- 



timer, son of, 303, 319. 
Hugh do Mortimer <II), 252 », 295, 

303, 319-20, 323, 834; v. 227. 
, Joan, daughter oi^ 803, 320-1 ; 

V. 231, V. Bykenore. 
, Margaret, daughter of, 808, 



320-1. 

— , Matilda, wife of, 295, 308, 



320-1, 334s 343, 845 ; y. 83. 

Richard's Castle, The Master of the Hos- 
pital of, T. 232. 

Richetot, y. 24, o. Criketot. 

Ridelesford, Walter de, t. 240. 

, , Bmeline, daughter of^ 

T. 240, V, Lacy. 

Ridware or Redewelle of Mimslow. — 

, Roger de (1262-77), ▼. 142. 

, , Agnes do Estanford, wife 

of; ▼. 142. 

Rigate, Nicholas de, t. 222. 

Rishangcr (Clironicler), v. 275. 

Robert (Clerk), y. 153. 

Robert (Toiiaiit of Dotton, 1086), 140. 

(Tenant of HaU-Bromfield, 1086), 

▼. 2, 208, 210. 



Robert (Tenant of Half-Qrefetoi], 1086), 

105, 107, 108. 
Robert {Testis), 90 ». 
Robert the Deacon (T.RJB.), 302 »., 303 ; 

y. 209, V. Fitz Wimazt^ 
Roohford, William de (Vicar of Ten- 
bury), y. 191 bis, 192, 192 *. 
Rochull, Agnes de, 275. 

, Roger de, 275. 

Rockhull (Buiford), Hugh de, 342. 

— • -, GJeoffirey, son of Peter de, 

345. 
Roger (Clerk and Notary), 112. 
Roger (Tenant in Stanton Lacy, 1086), y. 

2, 4, 12. 
(Tenant in Henley, 1086),' 800, 

374-^. 
Roger Venator (1086), 133, 
Rohan, Eustace, y. 192. 
Rondolf, Hugh, y. 40. 
Ros, William de (Rector of Diddlebury 

aud Trea6iu*er of Hereford), y. 53, 177, 

V. Diddlebury. 
Roshale, Hugh do, 22. 

, Thomas de (c. 1236), 34. 

, Viyian de (c. 1210-35), 33, 84, 



71 1». 



-, Viyian de (o. 1265), y. 89. 



Ronton, John de, y. 28. 

, William de, 118. 

Bouton (Query Newton?), Luke de, y. 
40. 

Rowell, William de (Constable of Bran- 
don Castle), y. 39. 

Ruceham, John de, 97. 

Rughtou (of Ludlow), Nicholas de, y. 285. 

Rugwortliin, Reginald de, 21. 

Rushbury, Herbert de, 91, 95 j y. 31, 

82. 

, y Petronilla, sister of, 95 

», ©. WiHley. 

-, Stephen, Lord of, 96 «. Bitterley. 



Rushbury, Rectors of, 104-105 ; y. 120. 

, Richard, Rector of, 96, 101, 104. 

Rushbury, Undertenants, etc in. — 

Ralph and WiUiam (1200), 95. 

Richard de Rushbury (1209), 96. 

Richard de Brome, Chaplain, 99. 

Richard Uobert, Clerk, 99. 

Richard Turold, 99. 

, John, son of, 99. 
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Bushbtiry, Undertenants, etc. in (eon' 
Hfmed), — 

Bobert Forester, 99. 

Robert la Bydare, 99. 

William Collyngs, 99. 

, Agnes, wife of, 99. 

William do Brome, 101. 

, Sibil, wife of, 101. 

Bussel, Henry, 336. 
BuBsell, Bichard (1199), 352. 
BnthaU, Basilia de, 48. 

, John de (1227), 49. 

, John de (1255-72), 50. 

, John de (1284), 50. 

, Philip de, 48, 49. 

, , John, brother of, 48, 49. 



-, William Bastard, Lord of^ 51. 



Buthall, Undertenants in. — 
Herbert le Woodward, 50. 
Beginald de la Mers, 50. 
Bichard fitz Bobert, 49. 

, Alice, wife of, 49. . 

Boger Slenketel, 50. 
William fitz Bobert, 49. 



S. 

Sadoc, Bichard 90 n. 

Saint Asaph, Beyner, Bishop of, v. 42. 

Saint Brendan, t. 292, 293. 

Saint * • * CJochel, v. 293. 

Saint Columkill,T. 293. 

Saint Corona, ▼. 293. 

Saint David's, Bishops of. — 

Bernard, v. 148 ». 

David, V. 149. 

Peter, v. 101. 
Saint Bdmundsbury, Abbot of, v. 138, 

139. 

, Albold, Abbot o^ v. 134. 

-, Badnli^ Steward of, v. 133, 



134, 136, 137. 

-, Stewards o^ v. Hastings. 



Samt Fercher, v. 292, 293. 

Saint George, Adam de (1272-96), 234, 

279. 

, John de, 234, 

, Stephen de (Portioner of Bur- 
ford), 323. 

, William de (1240-51), 270. 

, William (II), de, 233-236, 239. 



Saint Qnthlac's (Hereford), Prior of, 289. 

Saint Milbni^, 6. 

Saint Paul's (London), Alexander, Trea* 

surer of, 154. 
Saint Bemigius at Bheims, Abbot of^ 381. 

, Azmar, Abbot of^ 880. 

, Monks of, 379, 380. 

Saint Taurin at Evrcux, Abbot of, v. 262. 
Saint Waleiy, Matilda de, 184, v. Braose. 
Saisi (Tenant of Ludlow T.B.E.), v. 224, 

286. 
Salisbury, Bishop of^ v. 247. 
Sahsbury, Earls of. — 

William d'Evreux, v. 147. 

, Ela, daughter o^ v. 147, v. 

Longeepee. 

William Longespee, v. 147, «. Lon- 
gespee. 

William de Montacute, 197. 

, Philippa, daughter of, 197, 

V. Mortimer. 
Salop, Master Bichard de (c. 1157), v. 176. 
Sancto Sydonio, Felicia de, 197. 
Sandford, fiunily of, 48. 
, Balph de (1203), 48, 49. 



-, Balph (II), de, 50 hit, 51. 
', Bichard de, 49. 



Sart^, Simon de, 43. 

Savage, Adam {circa 1271), 174. 

Savage of Eudon, Keen Savage, Walton 

and Corley, 274, 357 ; v. 72.— 

, Ingehram le, 272 «., v. Ingelrann. 

^ , Alleged descendants of, 

272 1». 
, William le (tern. Hen. II), 232, 



330-1. 

— , Adam le (I), 233, 331. 

— , , Gteva de Tenbury, sister of. 



330. 



-, Adam le (II), 233, 247, 269, 276, 



357. 



Verdun. 



-, Christiana, sister of, 233. 
-, Margery, sister of^ 238, «. 

-, Boheee de Pedewurdin, sis- 



ter of; 283. 

— • • •^ supposed sister of, 269, 



©. Overton. 
Savoy, The Earl of, 123. 
Say, Barons of Bent, etc. — 
— , Geoffi«y de (1197), 310. 
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Say, Barons of Clun. — 

, Picot de (1086), v. 30. 

, ^Uclias de (iem. Stcph), v. 30. 

Say (of Hope Bowdler), Roger de, y. 115. 
Say of Richard's Castle, 303 ; t. 30, v, 

Richard's Castle. 
— , Eustachia de, 303-4. 
Say of Newton near Stokesay. 
— 9 Hugh de, T. 40. 

, , Hugh, son of, T. 40. 

Say of Rochford. 

, Richard de, 303, 308, 310. 

Say of Stokesay, Stoke-upon-Tem, and 

Wheathill, 284.— 

, Theodoric de (tern. Hen. I), v. 30. 

— , Hclias de (1139-65), 96, 284; t. 80-1. 

, , Egeline, wife of, v. 31. 

, Hugh de (1139-1194), v. 284, 288, 

310 ft ; y. 30, 31, 32, 33, 41. 

, — , Olympias, wife of, 288 j v. 31, 32. 

, Helias (II) de, 310 fi ; v. 31, 32, 33. 

, y Amicia, wife of, v. 31, 32. 

, Robert de, 810 », ▼. 31 », 32, 33. 

, Walter de (1240-1250), 285; y. 33, 

34,38,43. 

, , Amicia, wife o£^ v. 33. 

, , Hugh, brother of {def. 1243), 

y. 33. 
, Hugh (II) de (1248-1266), 285 ; y. 

33, 84, 39. 

, , Robert, son o^ y. 34. 

Say, Gilbert de (c. 1200-1215), 308, 813. 

-, John de (circa 1265), y. 39. 
— , Peter de, 65 n. 
— , William de (1206), v. 60. 
Schippeye, William de, 3 ; v. 19, 57. 
, , Amice, wife of, 8 ; v. 

19, 57, «. Oreet. 
Scohies, William de (1086), y. 75. 
Scot of Aldon and Acton Scott. — 

, Walter le {circa 1240), v. 117. 

, Reginald (1292), y. 28. 

, , Isabella, wife of, y. 28. 

Scot (of Ludlow and Hopton Cangeford), 

Walter, y. 15 big. 
Scotland, Henry, Prince of (1139), y. 245. 
, WiUiam I, King of, 184, 312 ; 



y. 139 



Scotot, o. Esketot 

Scrobi, or Scrob, or Scnipe, Richard, r. 

Richard's Casik. 
Seez, Abbot and Convent of; t. 168, 170- 

173, 177. 

, John, Abbot of (c. 1147), v. 17a 

, N. Bailiff of, v. 171. 

, Ra^fa, Honk of, y. 173. 

Seez, The Abbot of; 168. 
Segraye, Nicholas de, 151, 277. 

— , John, son of; 151, 152, 154% 



252. 



) 9 

wife of, 151. 



-, ChristiAna de Plessetis, 

-, Stephen, wm of; 152. 
-, , John, son of, 152. 



Margaret, sister of. 



184, V. Bohun. 



Seldes, John de, 352, v. Wallensis. 
Sehnund, WiUiam, y. 106. 
Senuer (T.R.E.), 109. 
Sete (t. e. Sheet), Adam de la, 73. 
Seuuard, y. 2, 59, v. Siward. 
Seymour, Nicholas de (1278), v. 111. 

r-, , Alice, wife of; y. Ill, 141. 

Shardelowe, Robert de, 154. 
Shayington, Henry de (Bailiff of Stoke- 
say), y. 39 bis. 
Sheet, Undertenants in. — 

Adam fits Dayid, y. 73. 

Alicia Meyle, y. 73. 

Isolda la Nunc, y. 73. 

Simon Holigod, y. 73. 

Stephen le WalBse, t. 73. 

• f Roger, brother o^ y. 73. 

Sheriffs of Shropshire, 79-80 et pauim, — 

Warin, 80, 81, 83 fi, 89. 

, Aimeria, wife of, 80. 

Rainald, 80, 89, 105, 109, 113, 114, 
117, 121, 127, 140 bis, 279-281, 
300, 374 ; V. 2, 122, 129, 130, 235. 

Richard de Belmeis, o. Belmeis. 

Pagan fits John, y. 24, «. Fitz John. 

Fulco, or Fulcoius, 161. 

William Fitz Alan (I), «. Fitz Alan. 

William Fitz Alan (II), y. 90 «, v. 
Fitz Alan. 

Reyner de Lee (Deputy), 136. 

Thomas de Erdinton, 147, 209. 

Ranulf, Earl of Chester, 145. 

William, Earl of Salisbury, 146 ; y. 
118 f». 
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Shenffe of Shropahiro {eaniiiiued). — 
Henry do Audley, v. 118 n. 
John Bonet (Gustos), t. 118, 118 n. 
John le Strange, y. 119. 
Robert de Acton (Deputy), v. 119. 
Thomas Oorbet, t. 119. 
Robert de Grendon, ▼. 47. 
William Bagod, v. 10. 
Hamo le Strange, 339 ; T. 10, 183, 

274. 
Hugh de Mortuner, of GhehEnarsh, 
800, 817, 340, 348, 376 ; T. 10, 
283. 
John Baril (Under-SherifP), 280, 

300, 340 ; ▼. 10. 
Boger de Flesse (Clerk), Beceiver, 

280. 
Balph de Mortuner, 46, 197, 222 ; y. 

10. 
Bobert de Trillek (Under-sheriff), 

222, 282, 827. 
Bogo de Enoyill, 222. 
Boger Sprenghose, y. 36. 
Shineton, Hugh de (1221), 262 «. 
Shineton, Hugh de (c. 1260), y. 118. 
Shipton, Master Henry de, 46. 

, Boger, Proyost o^ 87. 

, , Alice, wife of, 87. 

, , Boger, son ofi 87. 



Shire, Edward ate, 383. 

, , Alice, wife oi, 333. 

, , Hugh, son Cf£, 833. 

, Hugh le Cak of, 383. 



Shobdon (Herefordshire), Canons of, 267 ; 
T. 261, 268. 

, Bobert, Prior of; 267. 

Shrewsbury, Abbot and Conyent of, 72, 
81-86, 89, 90, 128, 131-2, 164-169, 
166, 179 ; y. 131, 199, 200, 201-206. 
Shrewsbury, Abbots of. — 
Fulohered, 86. 
Balph (I), V. 170. 
, Balph (II), 164 M ; y. 42. 
Hugh, 71, 77, 
Henry, 77 », 61, 181. 
William (de Upton), 81 ; y. 205. 
Luke, 81, 82 ; y. 206. 
John (de Drayton), y. 174. 
Thomas (Boteler), 166. 
Shrewsbury Abbey, William, Monk of, 71. 
, William, Porter of, 166. 



Shrewsbury, Archdeacons of (Hereford 
Diocese), y. 217. — 
Hugh FoUot, V. 127 «. 
James de Aquablanca, 167. 
John Foliot, 167. 
Shrewsbury, Archdeacon of (Lichfield 
Diocese). — ' 

Boger (c. 1166-60), 128 bis. 
Shrewsbury, Norman Earls of. — 

Boger de Montgomery, 1, 7, 20, 42, 
48, 61-2, 76, 80, 89, 94, 106, 107, 
109, 114, 117, 121, 127, 133, 140 
pluries, 142, 162-3, 166, 1%0, 196, 
199, 200, 236, 300 pluries, 360; 
y. 2 pluries, 44, 66, 74, 79, 110, 
114, 129, 146, 170, 181-2, 184,193, 
206, 209, 210, 234, 237, 243. 

, Adeliza, wife of, y, 170. 

Bobert de Belesme, 142, l7l, 178, 

199, 200, 379 ; y. 114, 243, 244. 
Hugh de Montgomery, 163, 160, 163, 
171. 
Shyrebume, Balph de, 344. 

, , Dionysia, wife at, 844. 

* Sibbeton, John de, 128. 

, Boger de, y. 36, 40. 

Sidbury, Hugh de, 237 ». 

, John le Clerk of, 176. 

Sidenude, Henry, son of Heniy (1204), 

V. 67. 
Sicfton, Eytrop de, y. 191. 
— — , Isabella de, y. 196. 

, Boger, Chaplain of, y. 196. 

, Walter Meyler of, y. 196. 

, William and Mai^gery de, y. 189. 

Silyington, Matthew, Hector of, 881, 382. 

, Bectors oi; 882. 

Simon, Chaplain, 331. 
Sineton, o. Siefton. 
Sirford, Bobert de, 209. 
Siward (T.B.E. and 1086), 20, 140 ter, 
183, 291, 300 ter, 846, 349, 860 ; y. 2 
bis, 4, 6, 26, 69. 
Smalemon (of Shipton), John, 87. 

, , Bichard, son of; 87. 

Smalemon (of Stanway), Henry, 101. 
Smethoote, Philip de, y. 27. 

, Stephen de, y. 27. 

, William de, v. 28. 

Sollars of Dorston, Herefordshire, 76 n. 
-, Boger de, 291-2. 
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Sollan of DontaD, HerefbrdBhire (eon^ 

, William de (1230-48), 292. 

, William de (1255-72), 292-4. 

SoUars of Keen Sollan (Ist family).— 

, • • • • do, 292. 

, , Eustachia le Poor, wife of, 



292. 



-, John de, 292-3 ; t. 154. 

-, William de (1250-72), 293-4. 



SoUars of Keen Sollan (2nd family). — 

, • • • • de, 295. 

^ , Blana le Poer, wife of, 292, 

295. 

, Ranulf de, 247 n, 296. 

, William fitz Banulph de, 295. 

, — — , Biohard, aon o£i 295-6. 

y Roger de, 294, 296. 

, ^ Juliana de Pemell, aunt of. 



294. 
SoUars, Walter de (1190-6), 292. 
Souldem, Jordan de, 168. 
Sparchford, Sibil Edrych of; t. 181. 

- ., WiUiam Finch o^ t. 181. 

'. — ^ Waiiam fit« Aldith of, t. 



181. 



Wyard of (1208), v. 178. 



Spigh or Spich, Ingerioh or Ingretha, t. 

61,97. 
Spineto, WiUiam de (1189, 1194), 189, 

190, 275. 
, WiUiam de (c. 1205, 1210), 275, 



339. 



-, Margery de Stoke, wife 



o( 339. 
Spirtes, Canon of Bromfield, etc. v. 2, 

207-209. 

, Eamwi, brother of; v. 208. 
Sprenghose (of EastwaU), Roger, 103. 
Sprenghoee of Longnor. — 
— , Roger (1221), 262 %, 



-, Roger (1255), 103. 
-, Roger {circa 1290), 101. 



Sprengho^ of Newton and Ingwardine. — 

, Ralph (1256-6), 172, 190. 

^ , FeUda, wife of, 190. 

^ , Ralph, son ol, 190. 

Sprenghose of Plash. — 

, Richard (circo 1260), 101. 



-, Walter (1297), 101. 
<, Richard (1315-6), 101. 



Sprenghose of WiUston. — 

, John (1297), 101. 

, Richard (area 1310), 99. 

Spronghose, Sir Ralph (1290-1816), 101 

dw, 103. 
Stafford, The Barons, t. 141 «. 

, Robert (II) de, t. 175-6. 

y The Baroness of (1310), 167. 

Stafford, Hdias, Archdeacon of (c. 1157), 

T. 176. 
Staffordshire, Nicholas, Sheriff of {tern. 

Hen. I), 880. 
Stance, Richard de (Justiciar), y. 184. 
Stanton Lacy, v. Staunton Lacy. 
Stanton (Long), Simon de (c. 1174-80), 

33, 36, 112. 

y Simon de, 22. 

— , Thomas de (son of Simon), 83- 

36, 37, 89. 



-J , Cecily, daughter of; S3. 

-, , Reginald, son of, 86. 

-, Thomas de (son of Reginald), 



35-6. 

Stanton, Walter, Chaplain of, 89, 112. 
, WUliam de, 116, 116 ; v. 52, 62 », 



54. 



-, Robert, son of (1272), t. 



54. 
Stanway, Henry fits John of; 92. 

, , AUce, wife of; 92. 

, Herbert Aberd of; 94. 



of; 93. 



-, John Aberd of, 98. 

— y Alice de Eenigfbrd, wife 



y , FeUcia^ Juliana, and Isa- 
bel, daughten of; 98. 
y Richard fitz Osbert of, 100, 101 



, , AUce de WUderhope, 

wife of, 101. 

y Walter de Kenigford of; 93. 

, , Alice, daughter of; 93. 

-, Margaret, wife of; 93. 



Stapleton, Baldwm de {deft. 1866), 87. 
, , Alice leBrette, wife of; 



87. 



%*! qwOer. 



-, Philip de (1206), 21. 
, Phflip de, 87. 

-, , Baldwin, son of (1847), 87. 

-, Robert, Lord of (1347-1366), 
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Stapleton, John, eon of Robert, Lord of 
(1348), 87 ftw. 

— , Bobert, 8on and heir of Ro- 
bert, Lord of (1866), 87. 

y WiUiiwn de (defs, 1292), 78, 



353 ; T. 24. 



354. 



, Isabel, wife of, 353-4. 
, Robert, son of (1292), 



Steadman (of Corfton), William, y. 50. 
Staunton (Laoj), Griffin de Weston, Vicar 

of, 12. 
, Hugh de (Chancellor of Meath, 

1234), V. 271. 

, Nicholas de (1274), t. 10. 

, Nicholas fitz Reginald de (1247- 



1260), V. 97, 98. 

, Nicholas fitz Roger of (1256), 



V, 8. 



V. 8. 



-, Richard de, v. 8. 

-, , William, son of (1256), 



, Robert de (1221-1285), v. 7, 97, 

98, 213, 271. 

-, Roger, son of (1247-1278), 



V. 94, 97, 98. 

— , Robert de (1262-74), v. 9 bit. 

, Robert fitz William of (1265-6), 



T. 8 bis, 

-, Vicars of, v. 12. 



Staunton Lacy, Undertenants in. — 
Hugh Clerk (1274), v. 10. 
Hugh fitz Alan (1274), y. 9. 
John de Borewardesleye, t. 11. 
Richard de Dodemor (1272), y. 9. 
Robert Clerk (1292), y. 11. 
Robert de Stok (1272), y. 9 bis. 
Robert fitz Robert (1256), y. 9. 
Roger atte Ales, y. 9. 
Roger Coiet (1292), y. 11. 
Roger de Acres, y. 9. 
Roger de Heiton, y. 8. 
Roger Faber (1221), v. 285. 

, Hawise, wife of, y. 285. 

Roger fitz Nicholas, y. 9. 

Thomas le Harpur, y. 8. 

Walter Colet, y. 9 bis. 

Walter de Strangeford, y. 9 bis, 

William de Doddomore (1292), y. 11. 

William de la Hall, V. 8. 

William de Rocle, y. 9. 



Staunton Lacy, Undertenantil in (eofi- 
tinued). — 

William de Songare, y. 8. 

William do Suche, y. 9. 

William Faber, y. 285. 

, Hawise, wife of, y. 286. 

William le Harpur, y. 9. 
Stepelton, v, Stapleton. 
Stepple, Nicholas de (1272), 239. 

, Walter de (1293-1325), 289, 276 bis, 

, , William, son o^ 240. 

-, William de (1272), 176, 239, 276. 



Steyenton, Henry de (1203), y. 69, v. 

Christian. 
Steyenton, Undertenants in. — 

Adam fitz Dayid, 69, 70. 

Agnes fitz Walter (1256), y. 286. 

GeofiErey atte WaUe, y. 71. 

John ^tz Nicholas, y. 71. 

Nicholas fitz Herbert, y. 71. 

Roger fitz Aldith, y. 70. 

, Wyard de Steyen- 
ton, son of, V. 70. 

Walter fitz Estmar, y. 69. 

William le Pescur, y. 70. 
Stewards of the King's Household, v. 

137 ». 
Stockport, Robert de (1199), y. 132, 183, 

135. 
, , Matilda, wife of; v. 132, 

133, 135, V. Fitz Roger. 
Stirchley, Richard de (1200), 21 ; y. 32 bis, 

, Osbert de, v, Diddiebury. 

, Osbert fitz William de, v. Did- 

dlebury. 

-, Walter de (1208), y. 178, 179. 



Stoke (near Burford), Agnes de (1204), 
338, 339, V. Eastham. 

, , Margery, sister ofc 388, 839. 

, Agnes de (1255), 389. 

, Philip de (1277), 819. 

, Samson de, 388, 339, v. Eastham. 



-, Simon de (1278), 340. 
-, Thomas de (1284), 840. 



Stoke St. Milburg, Copyholders in, 8, 9. 

, Henry de Laverden, Chaplain of, 12. 

Stoke St. Milburg, Rectors of; 12, 13.— 

Richard de Larden, 18, 87, 101. 

Richard de Weston, 12, 13. 
Stoke St. Milburg, Vicars of; 12, 13. 

Robert de Eton, 12, 18. 
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Stokesay, Adam, Hector of, v. 43. 
Stokesay, Vicars of, v. 28, 29, 4^, 4^.-^ 

Adam, t. 83, 38, 89, 40, 43. 

Walter de Groneburg, v. 28^ 44. 
Stokesay, Undortenants in. — 

Adam de Stok, v. 73. 

Ancharet, ▼. 42. 

Nicholas fitz Eliu, y. 89. 

Banulph de Stoke, v. 39 5w, 40. 

Bichard de Kinere, t. 88. 

Boger fitz Walter, y. 42. 

, Sibil, wife oi^ y. 42. 

Stokes (of Wheathill), John de, 290. 

, Thomas and Joanna, 290. 

Stone (Staffordshire), Canons of, y. 176 n. 
Stone Acton, Henry de, 92. 
Stosty (or Tosty), Boger and Agnes, 4. 
Stottesden, Gkunel de, 148. 

, Hamo Gkmel ofi 174. 



", Henxy de Chippenham, Sene- 
schal of, 150. 
, Hectors oi; 163-155, 157, 168. 



-, Hichard de, 174. 

-, Vicars of; 166, 168, 192. 

-, William, Dean of, 166. 



Strange of Alveley. — 

, Guy le, 38. 

Strange of Blackmere or Whitohnroh. — 

, Fulk le (1307), y. 147, 168, 186. 

^ ', Elianor GHjBhrd, wife of, y. 

147, 168. 

J John le (o6. 1860), y. 186. 

-, Maria le (1867, 1896), y. 186. 



Strange of Ness and Cheswardine, 181. 

, John le (I), 128. 

y John le (II), y. 82. 

, John le (III), Justice of Chester, 



129 ; y. 198, 219, 272. 

^ John le (V), 180. 

-, Jdhn le (VTI), 131. 



Strange, Hamo le (1263), o. Sherifis. 

, Isabella le (1260) 92. 

Strangford, Walter de (1266), y. 67. 
Stratton, Geoffrey de, 374. 

, — , Isabella de Ledwich, 

mother of, 374. 
, Bichard de, 374 ». 



Stretton, Engelard de, 65. 
Strigoil, Earl of, v. Pembroke. 
Stubbings (of Munslow), Nicholas de, y. 
141. 



Sturchley, v, Stirefaley. 
Sturmy, Hugh (1176), 328. 

, Bobert (1183-1203), 292, 828, 

330-1 5 y. 82. 

, John (1217-1243), 828 ; y. 226. 

, PhiUp (1263), 328 j y. 196. 

, John (1266), 328, 380, 332. 

, John, son of John (1266-1287), 



318, 329 ; y. 10. 

-, Bobert (1302-1822), 327, 329. 



Stuteyill, Osmond de, 816 «k 

, William de, 803, 816 «, «. Bich- 

ard*s Castle. 
Suney, Earl of. — 

WiUiam de Warren (I), 196, 198. 

— , Ghindrod, wife of, 196. 
Sutton, Bichard de (1272-1280), 192, 
226. 

, , Matilda, wife of; 192. 

Sutton, Thomas de (1199), y. 90. 
Sutton (Great), Undertenants in. — 

Geofl^y fitz PhiUp (1806), y. 68. 

, Agnes, wife of, y. 68. 

Bichard fitz PhiUp, 129. 

Bobert de Eton, y. 68. 
Sutton (Little), Lords of. — 

, Osbert de (1208), 326 5 v. 90. 

, William de (1211), y. 90, 91. 

^ Bobert de (1216-1239), y. 91-100. 

, Osbert de (1240-1269), y. 91, 96, 

97, 99, 100. 

, , Alina, wife o^ y. 92, 94, 99, 

100. 
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